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Executive Summary

• From its origins in 1960s in nuclear arms control to current actions to enhance nuclear
weapon and material security in Russia, what this report terms preventive threat reduction
has successfully helped reduce first Cold War and now post-Cold War threats to U.S.
security and international stability.  Over these decades, this process of preventive threat
reduction also has been increasingly institutionalized.

• A broad range of proven and workable preventive threat reduction approaches is now
available to U.S. policymakers.  These include: treaties, executive agreements,
confidence and security building measures (CSBMs), consultative mechanisms,
transgovernmental arrangements such as the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) and
Material Protection Control and Accounting (MPC&A) programs, and parallel unilateral
actions.  Though it is convenient shorthand to categorize these approaches in terms of
“formal” vs. “informal” activities, this dichotomy blurs many other important differences
among these approaches.

• In judging how to apply these approaches to the pursuit of future U.S. national security
objectives, policymakers need to consider carefully the overall political, military,
leadership, social and economic context – internationally, in other countries, and at home.
As the case studies herein make clear, this “context of the times” shapes our definitions
of success, sets the stage for how to go about pursuing specific objectives, and strongly
influences the ultimate prospects for successfully achieving our objectives.

• Equally important, U.S. preventive threat reduction strategy needs to reflect the
comparative advantage of different approaches.  The approaches considered can be
measured or assessed in terms of specific negotiating and implementation characteristics.
These characteristics include: adaptability and flexibility; timeliness, responsiveness, and
negotiability; irreversibility; verifiability; support for compliance; political insulation;
institutionalized cooperation; ease of implementation; required legislative action; and
cost effectiveness.

• For many characteristics, the differences between approaches frequently are a matter of
degree.  For several characteristics, however, such differences of degree verge on
becoming differences of kind.  In particular, different approaches have a distinct
comparative advantage in terms of timeliness, responsiveness, and negotiability;
verifiability; and the extent of required legislative action.

• For the most part, these approaches are well understood, with considerable history.  In the
case of transgovernmental arrangements such as CTR and MPC&A, however, the
approach itself is still evolving and developing.  It is breaking important new ground,
both in terms of the principle of direct financial and technical support to induce the
desired outcomes by Russia and others as well as in terms of a new concept of
“verification in practice”, via hands-on support and contractor-U.S. government presence,
audits, and other activities.
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• In thinking about how to apply different approaches, policymakers need to be attuned, as
well, to possible synergies and complementarities between and among the approaches.  It
is not a matter of “either, or.”  For example, treaties can provide a legal and conceptual
foundation for later transgovernmental arrangements; CSBMs can set desirable
precedents later used in other approaches and support treaties; consultative mechanisms
can facilitate negotiating breakthroughs in treaties and agreements; or a mixture of
CSBMs and transgovernmental support can help fill gaps in parallel unilateral actions.

• Looking ahead, three widely acknowledged objectives for future U.S.-Russian preventive
threat reduction are strategic nuclear reductions, enhanced nuclear materials and weapons
security, and nuclear warhead dismantlement and controls.  In today’s context, successful
pursuit of these objectives will benefit from use of a mix of preventive threat reduction
approaches.  

• For strategic reductions, parallel unilateral initiatives backstopped by CSBMs and
transgovernmental arrangements provide a possible alternative if the treaty approach
remains stalemated. Transgovernmental arrangements to enhance nuclear materials and
weapons security in Russia have already proven their value.  But in the case of MPC&A,
there are important gaps in our approach, especially the lack of a baseline inventory of
sites and material to be secured in Russia.  Consideration could be given to the use of
CSBMs and different types of executive agreements as complementary gap-filling
approaches.  An over-arching consultative mechanism for CTR could be explored to help
identify lessons learned for the future.  For nuclear warhead dismantlement and controls,
the time may be ripe to complement ongoing transgovernmental technical cooperation
with pursuit of a framework executive agreement or CSBMs.

• Similarly, pursuit of U.S. preventive threat reduction objectives toward other countries,
especially in Asia, also calls for applying a mix of complementary approaches.  Given
specific contextual factors, U.S. objectives may need to be more modest, the approaches
more tentative.  Toward China, for example, efforts to begin a process of institutionalized
cooperation on nuclear matters could draw on several approaches, including nuclear
CSBMs, consultative mechanisms, and transgovernmental cooperation.   Or, again
illustrating the need to think in terms of mixed approaches, U.S. efforts to lessen the risk
of nuclear war between India and Pakistan could blend CSBMs, transgovernmental but
non-official discussions, and use of governmental consultative mechanisms.  Their
objective would be to reduce destabilizing uncertainties between these two countries and
to encourage their restraint.

• Taking advantage of such synergies in future U.S. preventive threat reduction strategy
will require, however, far greater internal U.S. coordination.  One key challenge for
policymakers is to put in place an integrating mechanism to leverage more effectively the
many activities now underway in their separate stovepipes.
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Section I: 
Introduction 

A.  Introduction

Since the early 1960s, the United States has pursued an increasingly wide-ranging set of
cooperative activities to reduce the threat to U.S. security and global stability from nuclear
weapons as well as from biological and chemical weapons (and their means of delivery).  Still
other cooperative actions have sought to enhance conventional military stability, especially in
Europe.  Increasingly, a process of what this report terms “preventive threat reduction” has
emerged.1  Preventive threat reduction builds on but also extends and broadens more traditional
Cold War arms control efforts in at least three important dimensions – agenda, scope, and means. 

First, preventive threat reduction’s agenda is more encompassing.  For example, its
agenda includes not only the traditional goal of ensuring a stable U.S.-Russian nuclear
relationship but also enhancing the security and control of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons
materials in Russia.  Fostering greater defense transparency and cooperation also have taken on
prominence as ends in themselves. 

Second, the geographical scope of preventive threat reduction is broader.  While still at
its core, its focus on Russia (and Europe) is increasingly complemented by threat reduction
actions aimed at the U.S.-China nuclear relationship and the wider challenge of WMD
proliferation.  

Third, preventive threat reduction encompasses an increasingly diversified set of
cooperative approaches and means.  In addition to the legally binding treaties of traditional
nuclear arms control, the set of preventive threat reduction approaches now includes confidence-
building agreements and measures; many different types of executive agreements as well as
consultative mechanisms; so-called transgovernmental arrangements that encompass the types of
governmental, contractor, and lab-to-lab support being provided under the Cooperative Threat
Reduction (CTR) and Material Protection Control and Accounting (MPC&A) programs; and
parallel unilateral actions.  In today’s discussions of the future of arms control, these approaches
and means are sometimes contrasted in terms of the distinction between formal and more
informal measures.  On occasion, this report will use that shorthand phrase.  But as will become
clear, this formal-informal distinction is too sweeping and blurs many other important
dimensions of difference.

It is timely to step back to assess the preventive threat reduction experience – from
strategic nuclear arms reductions to cooperation in enhancing control and security over Russian
nuclear weapons and materials – at the start of a new Administration.  Looking to the future, it is
equally if not more important to think through the different preventive threat reduction
approaches available to serve U.S. national security objectives in the years ahead.  This report
undertakes both tasks.  

                                                          
1 The term, preventive threat reduction, is a new term. Its use is intended to emphasize the breadth of activities now
underway and means available to enhance U.S. security and global stability by cooperative means. 
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More specifically, Section II of this report briefly sets out a set of measures of
effectiveness (MOEs), guidelines, or standards for evaluating the preventive threat reduction
record.  These measures are drawn from the writings and statements of arms control and
nonproliferation practitioners and experts, in and outside government.  Those measures include
both substantive goals (e.g., enhancing security and stability) and more process-related
characteristics (e.g., verifiability) to be borne in mind in assessing both the preventive threat
reduction experience and different future approaches to use cooperative preventive threat
reduction as a means to enhance U.S. security.

In light of these measures and guidelines, Section III then provides a series of case
studies on five different preventive threat reduction approaches.  Individual studies are included
on: Nuclear Treaties and Executive Agreements; Conventional Treaties and Confidence and
Security Building Measures (CSBMs) in Europe; a wide variety of Executive Agreements,
Consultative Mechanisms; and Parallel Unilateral Actions involving the United States and
Russia; the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) Program as illustrative of the
transgovernmental approach to preventive threat reduction; and the Material Protection Control
and Accounting (MPC&A) Program, also illustrative of the transgovernmental approach.  Taken
together, these case studies provide a comprehensive assessment of the many ways that the
United States can use preventive threat reduction.  In particular, these studies comprise a
thorough examination of what the different approaches do well and less well, their payoffs and
their risks, and not least the conditions for their success.

Section IV then develops an analytic framework to help policymakers make judgments
about the relative merits of different preventive threat reduction approaches – from treaties to
parallel unilateral actions – and how to apply different approaches in the future.  Particular
attention is placed on comparing and contrasting the different approaches to highlight their
comparative advantage.  In turn, consideration is given to how to combine different approaches
in practice, both to take advantage of important synergies and to neutralize the risks that may be
inherent in any one single approach.
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Section II:
Evaluating the Effectiveness of Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches

A.  Introduction

By way of background to the case studies in Section III, this section briefly sketches two
sets of measures of effectiveness for evaluating preventive threat reduction approaches.2  One set
of measures focuses on standards for judging the substantive merits of preventive threat
reduction outcomes.  The second set emphasizes more process-related measures for evaluating
how well different approaches serve U.S. preventive threat reduction goals.  In so doing, this
section draws on an extensive literature search as well as a roundtable with experts, negotiators,
and practitioners.  It also highlights a number of cautions that need to be borne in mind by
policymakers in thinking about both the substantive merits of particular initiatives or outcomes
as well as in determining how best to pursue given preventive threat reduction objectives.

B.  Measures of Effectiveness for Preventive Threat Reduction

1.  Substantive Outcomes Measures of Effectiveness

Broadly reflecting today’s consensus, the accompanying table sets out substantive
measures of effectiveness.  The accompanying discussion provides a capsule description of each
of the measures, including how such broad principles have been defined in practice.  In that
regard, it frequently is easier to provide more precise definitions of the more procedural
measures of effectiveness than to do so for these substantive standards.  In good measure, this

reflects both the impact of a changing global
security environment on the substantive goals
of preventive threat reduction and continuing
internal debate within the United States about
those goals and what it would take to meet
them.

Enhances U.S. Security by Reducing
the Threat.  Preventive threat reduction has
long been broadly judged by the extent to
which it reduces threats to U.S. security.  At
the height of the Cold War, this was often
defined to mean reducing the risk of nuclear
war and its intensity should war occur.  More
recently, reducing the threat in the U.S.-

                  
2 To recall, 
measures, c
four decade
nuclear test
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Measures of Effectiveness -
Substantive Outcomes
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Russian nuclear relationship has meant actions

                                        
the spectrum of approaches includes: treaties, executive agreements, confidence and security building
onsultative mechanisms, transgovernmental arrangements, and parallel unilateral actions.  Over the past
s, these approaches have been applied to nuclear arms reductions, limits on defensive systems and
ing, conventional forces reductions, confidence building in Europe, steps to enhance nuclear material and
curity and controls, as well as in chemical and biological weapons arms control.
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 to improve the safety and security of nuclear weapons and materials in Russia.  Regarding
specifics, different tests of such nuclear threat reduction have been used over time.  By way of
example, considerable emphasis was placed from the 1980s onward by U.S. officials on reducing
or eliminating Soviet MIRVed heavy ICBMs, which were seen to pose a first strike threat.  Now,
increasing emphasis has come to be placed on reductions of warheads and delivery systems per
se.  Across the years, constraining the proliferation of first nuclear, then also chemical and
biological weapons has exemplified, as well, reducing the threat.

Enhances International Stability and Security.  Preventive threat reduction’s contribution
to enhanced stability and security more widely is a related measure of effectiveness.  For most of
the past decades, enhanced international stability was seen to be closely tied to the stability of the
U.S.-Soviet nuclear standoff.  In that context, stability was most frequently defined to mean the
absence of a U.S. or Soviet incentive to strike first with nuclear weapons in a crisis.  From this
perspective, actions by Moscow and Washington to ensure a reliable second-strike capability as
well as to change operational practices that could lead to inadvertent or accidental war were
widely welcomed.  Stability also was seen to be tied to avoiding an expanding nuclear arms race.
More recently, many countries have expressed concern that any adaptation of the 1972 ABM
Treaty be pursued in a manner that preserves international strategic stability.  With the collapse
of the Soviet Union, preventive threat reduction’s contribution to managing major strategic and
political transformation took on prominence as part of this overall standard.   

Preserves U.S. Military Sufficiency.  Particularly for senior military professionals but
also more widely, an essential measure of effectiveness has been whether particular preventive
threat reduction outcomes preserved U.S. military sufficiency.  Specific definitions of military
sufficiency have varied, depending on the particular preventive threat reduction arena.  Broadly
defined, military sufficiency has often been seen to entail preservation of U.S. military forces
that could deter a Soviet nuclear first strike, defend conventionally U.S. allies in Europe and
elsewhere, and carry out a wide range of military tasks in regional contingencies.  This standard
continues to figure prominently both in interagency deliberations on specific negotiating
positions as well as in the eventual Senate ratification debates on resultant treaties.  Indeed, for
many within the U.S. government, ensuring that any particular initiative did not adversely affect
required U.S. military capabilities – as required was defined at the time – was the most important
test.   In practice, what was required to preserve U.S. military sufficiency depended on the
specifics of particular preventive threat reduction initiatives – from protecting specific military
systems, to preserving broad operational capabilities, to ensuring an overall military balance. 

Increases Transparency, Reducing Uncertainty and the Risk of Miscalculation.  From its
early roots in Cold War nuclear arms control, preventive threat reduction has been partly judged
by whether it has been able to reduce uncertainty and the risk of miscalculation between the two
nuclear superpowers.  In part, reducing uncertainty was seen in practice to mean enhanced
technical communication.  But the extent to which the very process of preventive threat
reduction has entailed greater mutual understanding of each side’s plans, thinking, operational
practices, and capabilities also has been at issue.  With the end of the Cold War, U.S. officials
and experts have made heightened transparency an increasingly important test both in the U.S.-
Russian relationship and also more widely.
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Provides Reassurance and Builds Trust.  Though perhaps less prominent than the
preceding standards, preventive threat reduction frequently has been judged by its contribution to
reassuring other countries and building some measure of trust between adversaries.  Reassurance
can be and has been defined in various ways.   During the Cold War, U.S. officials needed to be
concerned with reassuring sometimes-nervous allies about the management of the U.S.-Russian
nuclear relationship.  Now, any eventual agreement on restructuring the ABM Treaty partly
needs to be partly assessed in terms of its impact on reassuring allies (and others) concerned
about the impact of national missile defense on global stability.  In the post Cold War world,
reassurance also increasingly means political reassurance between former adversaries, that is,
U.S. assurance to Moscow that it is not seeking to be a global hegemon and Russian assurance to
Washington that it is seeking a more cooperative relationship with the West. 

Builds International Norms and Sets Desirable Precedents.   Preventive threat reduction
outcomes also can be evaluated in terms of their contribution to international norm building.
This test applies, for example, to such multilateral treaties as the NPT, the CWC, and the BWC,
one of whose major objectives has been to create national presumptions against pursuit of WMD.
International norm building, however, also entails creating a broader presumption in favor of
cooperative management of security issues.   Desirable precedent setting is a closely related
standard for judging specific outcomes.  Such precedents can be quite specific, e.g., on-site
inspection provisions in an agreement.  Or precedent setting may be tied to the broader process
of preventive threat reduction, e.g., its extension into new areas of cooperation between former
adversaries.

Reduces U.S. Defense Costs.  From its origins in nuclear arms control, the potential
contribution of preventive threat reduction to reducing defense costs – but still preserving needed
capabilities -- has remained an often stated measure of effectiveness.   More specific variants of
this standard have focused, for instance, on overall defense budget reductions; the elimination of
the necessity for specific defense initiatives, thereby producing defense savings; and operating
cost savings.  

2. Process-Related Measures of Effectiveness

Still other measures of effectiveness are focused on the process of preventive threat
reduction.   These standards highlight the comparative advantage of the different approaches.
For that reason, they are particularly important for this study with its ultimate objective of
helping policymakers to make judgments about when and how to apply the different approaches

in pursuit of the future preventive threat reduction
agenda.

Flexibility and Adaptability.  The different
preventive threat reduction approaches, from
treaties to parallel unilateral actions, can be
evaluated in terms of their flexibility and
adaptability.   In large part, this standard focuses
attention on the extent to which a specific
approach can adapt to new or changed technical,
political, or military realities.  It includes as well
Measures of Effectiveness – Process
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the relative flexibility of an approach to pursue so-called targets of opportunity, unexpected
openings to serve the more substantive threat reduction goals.  From a different perspective,
flexibility entails an approach’s ability to adapt to new threats as well as to changing political,
economic, and social realities.

Timeliness, Responsiveness, and Negotiability.  How quickly it is possible to negotiate
and implement different approaches to preventive threat reduction comprises an additional
measure of effectiveness.  Timeliness may range from weeks to many years.  In turn,
responsiveness entails the extent to which it is possible very rapidly to change directions, adapt
to new opportunities or threats, and modify basic terms and conditions.  Past experience
demonstrates that such responsiveness can be especially important when time-urgent problems,
brought about by internal and international political and military changes, need to be addressed.

Irreversibility.  Particularly in the past decade, there has been growing emphasis on
irreversibility as a measure of effectiveness.  In part, this refers to irreversibility of the specific
actions to be taken as part of preventive threat reduction, e.g., as would be so with physical
elimination of particular items covered by an agreement.  Irreversibility also refers to the relative
difficulty that would confront efforts by parties to an agreement to withdraw from it or otherwise
to pull back from implementing a specific threat reduction initiative.  Frequently, whether an
agreement or action entails a legally binding as opposed to a political commitment is used as a
litmus test with regard to the latter.  But experience indicates that judgments about irreversibility
also need to reflect, among other things, whether there would be high political costs to
withdrawal or a change of policy even in the absence of any legal commitment not to do so.

Verifiability.  The verifiability of commitments made in the preventive threat reduction
process has long been a measure of effectiveness for evaluating actions or agreements.  It also
has been both very controversial.  A continuum of verifiability exists, with some agreements or
actions relatively straightforward to monitor and others exceedingly complex.  At different times,
moreover, this standard has been modified by U.S. officials to require respectively sufficient,
adequate, or effective verification.  These standards have themselves been subject to
considerable breadth of interpretation and debate.  At the core, nonetheless, verifiability has
entailed judgments about whether any militarily significant cheating would be detected in
sufficient time to permit the United States to take countermeasures and thereby neutralize the
threat posed by such cheating.  In their most rigorous form, such judgments have been based on
detailed assessments of cheating scenarios and response options open to U.S. officials. 

Support for Compliance.  Particularly from the early 1980s onward, U.S. officials placed
growing public and diplomatic attention on real and alleged questions about Soviet compliance.
This led not only to bilateral diplomatic dealings with Moscow but also annual U.S. compliance
reports.  From a process perspective, how well an approach lends itself to raising compliance
issues with other countries and seeking their resolution is a further standard or test.
Completeness of provisions, clear and non-ambiguous commitments, legally binding status or
not, all can affect the answer.

Political Insulation.  Specific approaches to preventive threat reduction can be judged by
their relative political insulation in two different dimensions.  First, to what extent is there
insulation from the types of domestic political controversies, sometimes tied to preventive threat
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reduction, at other times driven by other issues, that can sidetrack negotiations or implementation
of agreed activities?  Second, how likely is it that other international, regional or global shocks
could derail the threat reduction process?  For the United States, as bipartisanship has
increasingly broken down in foreign affairs, such political insulation takes on greater importance.
Much the same effect has been the result of the post-Soviet political changes in Russia, in effect
creating a more open, more dynamic domestic political process in the Duma.  These changes
make it even more important to think about the political sustainability of specific initiatives in a
context of such greater politicization and of potential political shocks.

Institutionalized Cooperation.  Over the past decades, the process of preventive threat
reduction has been increasingly institutionalized.   On-going negotiations, discussions in
consultative mechanism, interactions in implementing existing treaties, and many other
dimensions are now routinely accepted and carried out.  For the future, how and how far
different preventive threat reduction approaches contribute to the further institutionalization of
this cooperation is itself a measure of effectiveness.  It takes on particular importance, moreover,
in the post Cold War world in which one major challenge continues to be the full transformation
of the U.S.-Russian relationship from an adversarial to a cooperative relationship.  It is important
as well in the context of U.S.-China relations.  Here, it still is to be determined whether that
relationship will be more cooperative or more adversarial.   Regarding specifics, institutionalized
cooperation may be evidenced in any number of ways – for example, the existence of activities
to be carried out jointly under an agreement, the character and sensitivity of the subject matter
treated, and the intensity of such consultations.

Ease of Implementation.  Particularly from the perspective of treaty implementers, ease
of implementation stands out as a measures of effectiveness for judging different approaches.
The degree to which specific activities and technical approaches are legally mandated, the extent
to which carrying out those approaches entails significant changes in standard operating
procedures, the complexity of the activities mandated, the potential risks of missteps, and the
existence of past precedents and experience on which to build all are specific dimensions of ease
of implementation.   

Limited Legislative Action.  Required legislative action – and the ease of attaining it –
varies widely across the spectrum of preventive threat reduction approaches.  It ranges from U.S.
Senate ratification of treaties to possible funding to implement parallel unilateral actions.
Particularly with the breakdown of foreign policy bipartisanship and increasingly Congressional
skepticism about arms control treaties whether a preventive threat reduction initiative requires
only limited legislative action has taken on importance as a measure of effectiveness in its own
right. 

Cost-Effectiveness.  One final process-related measure of effectiveness concerns the cost-
effectiveness of specific preventive threat reduction approaches.   This requires some judgment
about the economic and financial costs to be paid for particular substantive outcomes in
comparison to the potential payoffs in terms most importantly of enhanced U.S. security as well
as the economic and financial costs of other means to achieve those security gains. In the past,
those costs mostly involved the costs to the United States of implementing the agreement at
home.  Increasingly, however, the United States has taken on the burden of helping Russia and



II-6

some of the other states of the former Soviet Union to meet their treaty obligations given their
financial and economic distress.

C.  Measuring Effectiveness – Some Cautions

In applying these measures of effectiveness to evaluating both the substance and process
of preventive threat reduction, four important cautions need to be borne in mind.  These concern
respectively the interpretation of these standards, their frequent dependence in application on
more subjective judgments not rigid quantification, the impact of the broader international and
domestic context on the process of interpreting and then applying these standards, and finally the
extent to which these measures of effectiveness reflect a U.S. perspective or have wider
acceptability.

As already noted, the measures of effectiveness are themselves subject to differing
interpretations.  This applies particularly to the more substantive standards, from enhancing U.S.
security to strengthening global stability.  In important instances, moreover, the more specific
definitions of what these measures of effectiveness are taken to require have themselves evolved
over time.  Enhanced U.S. security and military sufficiency are but two substantive cases in
point; the different definitions of verifiability are another.  

Compounding this fluidity of interpretation is the fact that many of these measures also
are inherently subjective.  Frequently, these concepts are difficult to measure from a strictly
empirical or quantitative point of view.  Effective verification again provides an example but so
do the difficulties of empirically measuring such substantive outcomes as enhanced security or
military sufficiency as well as such process characteristics as irreversibility or political
insulation.  Or the more quantitative tests used may be only partial surrogates for the overall
result sought.  For example, to count the numbers of Russian nuclear weapons or materials
storage sites at which technical improvements of security have been made (e.g., better locks,
fences, and surveillance) leaves unanswered the more fundamental question of how much change
there may have been in overall Russian attitudes toward nuclear material security (e.g., do the
guards pay attention to alarms, has a “security culture” begun to emerge?).  In still other
instances, gathering quantitative data may be made difficult by budgetary practices, e.g., efforts
to gather data on costs of implementing inspection procedures are impeded by the fact that many
of those costs are included with overall Service budgets. 

In addition, the specific international and domestic context will itself shape how specific
measures of effectiveness are defined in practice and how they are applied.  Today’s judgments
about what particular outcomes in terms of systems and programs are consistent with the
standard of preserving U.S. military sufficiency, for instance, cannot but be shaped by the end of
the Cold War military confrontation between Moscow and Washington.  Or to take another
example, judgments about the relative irreversibility of different approaches may be significantly
affected by the internal political make-up of negotiating partners.  

Finally, these measures of effectiveness reflect a U.S. perspective on preventive threat
reduction.  The extent to which U.S. allies, Russia, or China would put forward comparable
standards is not addressed here.  To a large degree, there likely is considerable overlap with
others’ views; but there also are likely to be some important differences – in interpreting and
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applying a particular measure in practice but also in judgments about whether specific process
characteristics are desirable or not.

Taken together, these considerations suggest that the varied substantive and process-
related measures of effectiveness are better viewed as considerations or guidelines for thinking
about preventive threat reduction and not as rigid tests.  As such, they have provided a starting
point for the five case studies that comprise Section III of this report.  In the course of those case
studies, frequent meetings of the research team also took place to help foster a commonality of
approach in operationalizing these measures and applying them in the specific case studies.  But
the ultimate responsibility has been with each of the authors to apply these measures in practice
and to draw judgments about the substance and process of preventive threat reduction in their
specific area.  
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Section III:
The Preventive Threat Reduction Experience

A.  Introduction

From the 1963 treaty banning nuclear testing in the atmosphere, under water, or in space
to the laboratory-to-laboratory cooperation between U.S. and Russian nuclear establishments
under the 1990s Materials Protection Control and Accounting Program, many different
approaches to preventive threat reduction have come to be utilized.  In light of the measures of
effectiveness discussed in Section II, this section examines the past experience with preventive
threat reduction in five areas: nuclear arms control treaties; multilateral conventional weapons
reductions and confidence and security building measures in Europe; the Cooperative Threat
Reduction Program (CTR); the Materials Protection Control and Accounting Program
(MPC&A); and parallel unilateral actions, executive agreements, and consultative mechanisms.
Due to resource limitations, some activities, e.g., chemical weapons arms control, have not been
discussed.  But taken together, this set of case studies covers the main approaches used by the
United States in years past – and which comprise a possible menu of means for future preventive
threat reduction initiatives.

By way of overview, this introductory section highlights a number of the main themes
that emerge from these case studies. Consistent with the overall goal of this report to help
provide a framework for the design of future preventive threat reduction initiatives, this summary
places particular emphasis on the process of preventive threat reduction.  More specifically:

Enhancing Security, Stability, and Transparency through Preventive Threat Reduction.
Though some results remain controversial, the overall process of preventive threat reduction has
contributed to enhanced security and stability.   In addition, first gradually but in the last decade
more rapidly and extensively it has also led to greater transparency – mutual knowledge, not
least, on the part of both the United States and Russia, of each other’s thinking, holdings, and
intentions in the nuclear arena.   In part, this has been the result of specific agreements, e.g., as in
the role played by the SALT and START process in helping to end U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms
competition or in the role of the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty in helping manage
the post-Cold War military transformation.  But the very process of continuing treaty
negotiations, confidence-building, and cooperative engagement has also enhanced mutual
security.  Not least, it has resulted in a process of cooperative management by Washington and
Moscow of their security relationship.

Breadth of Approaches.  Preventive threat reduction has come to include a wide range of
approaches.  Initially, formal legally binding treaties requiring ratification by the U.S. Senate,
and comparable agreements dominated.  Over time, as summarized by the following table, the
treaty process continued but it came to be joined by a spectrum of other actions – more limited 
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political agreements, confidence and security building measures; consultative arrangements on
specific topics as well as broader political-security areas; transgovernmental cooperation such as
CTR and MPC&A linking governments, private contractors, and national technical
establishments; and parallel unilateral actions.  As these multiple approaches evolved to deal
with specific opportunities, however, little attention was paid to how to fit these approaches
together.  Within each of these broad approaches, moreover, significant distinctions exist,
typified, for example, by different types of treaties and agreements, consultative arrangements of
varied scope, and increasingly more ambitious confidence building measures.

The Institutionalization of Preventive Threat Reduction.  Beginning first with more
traditional (and initially highly adversarial) nuclear arms control via treaties, the overall process
of preventive threat reduction has become highly institutionalized.   Negotiations are a
continuing feature of the global security environment; cooperative actions to manage security
problems are increasingly the norm not the exception; a web of personal, organizational, and
non-government interactions has come into being; and a multitude of institutions and structures
is in use for bilateral and multilateral government-to-government discussions, treaty
implementation, and sub-governmental cooperation.

Formal v. Informal?  References to preventive threat reduction sometimes make a
distinction between formal and informal approaches.  Though convenient shorthand, this
dichotomy does not fully reflect the complex characteristics revealed across the case studies.
Executive agreements can have all of the formality of treaties, or they can be very simple
arrangements.  At least initially, transgovernmental arrangements such as CTR were rooted in
more formal treaty commitments as well as in nation-by-nation umbrella agreements, and by
themselves may have important formal aspects, e.g., their process of on-site audits to monitor
that resources provided are being used in the manner negotiated.  Even the parallel unilateral
actions of the 1991 Presidential Nuclear Initiatives on “tactical” nuclear weapons reflected prior
exchanges between Washington and Moscow, though they lack any legally binding basis. Thus,
though references sometimes will be made to “more formal” or “less formal” approaches in the
discussion that follows, it is important to bear in mind the many other dimensions that
distinguish the means of preventive threat reduction.

 Negotiating and Implementing Measures of Effectiveness – Not Either, Or but More or
Less.  The preceding discussion of measures of effectiveness identified a set of process measures
of effectiveness – in effect the negotiating-implementing characteristics – of preventive threat
reduction approaches.  These measures of effectiveness included, for example, such aspects as
adaptability to changing geopolitical circumstances, irreversibility, and the extent of internal
U.S. governmental coordination, rigor, and coherence in providing guidance for actions. 3  In
terms of many of these characteristics, specific approaches often appear to differ among
themselves not so much in terms of whether one approach has a particular characteristic and
another approach lacks it but in terms of the relative extent or degree to which that characteristic
is present.   For instance, over two decades, the U.S.-Russian nuclear negotiating process – from
the “treaty-like” SALT I Interim Agreement (1972) to the START II Treaty (1992) -- did prove
capable of adapting to changed strategic circumstances regarding strategic offensive arms but it
                                                          
3 Characteristics identified are: adaptability, flexibility, irreversibility, binding status, accountability for non-
compliance, insulation from political shocks and domestic politics, internal governmental coordination,
sustainability, verifiability, required legislative action, and costs.
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did so to a limited degree, only over an extended period of time.4  By contrast, the 1991 parallel
U.S. and Russian unilateral actions to withdraw ground-launched tactical nuclear weapons to
more secure locations entailed a major change of existing posture, made very rapidly in response
to the circumstances of political and military upheaval in the former Soviet Union.   To take a
different example, the PNIs are more reversible than START obligations since no legally or even
politically binding commitment has been made.  But for Russia to walk back from those
withdrawals would likely entail significant political costs internationally and in its relationship
with the United States.

Three Partial Exceptions to “More or Less” – Verification, Ratification, and
Responsiveness.  For three characteristics, however, the approaches do appear to vary not simply
in terms of more or less but perhaps more fundamentally.  Differences in degree begin to be
differences in kind, though even here the distinctions are not absolute.  These are respectively the
extent of verifiability, the requirement of ratification, and the timelines for action.   Treaties and
more formal executive agreements provide for far more extensive verification provisions –
whether compared to observation provided by CSBMs, the audits and hands-on presence in
helping to implement CTR, let alone the reliance only on National Technical Means for
monitoring Russian compliance with the 1991 Presidential Nuclear Initiatives.  In turn, treaties
alone require U.S. Senate ratification, even though Congressional involvement in the funding
process provides a different measure of oversight for certain other approaches.   Regarding
responsiveness, parallel unilateral actions have proved the swiftest.  But once again, rapid
negotiation of the LTBT in several months in 1963 – though coming on top of many years of
CTBT talks – shows that in the right context the treaty or agreement process can be relatively
rapid.  

The Importance of “Context”.   The pursuit of specific preventive threat reduction
approaches – as well as the broader success and institutionalization of preventive threat reduction
activities over the past decades – cannot be separated from the “context of the times.”  The
economic, political, and technological developments at any point in time have influenced
significantly what has been possible – or not possible – in preventive threat reduction.  Specific
initiatives have been embedded in time and place.  For instance, rapid negotiation of the Limited
Test Ban Treaty in 1963 partly reflected the desire of both Washington and Moscow to signal a
readiness to cooperate in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis, a little over six months
previous.  Similarly, the 1991 Presidential Nuclear Initiatives were rooted in U.S. concerns about
the imminent break-up of the Soviet Union after the Cold War.  More broadly, the precedents set
by earlier activities have themselves provided part of the context for later initiatives.  Not least,
in assessing whether a particular negotiating or implementing characteristic, e.g., responsiveness,
is good or bad, desirable or undesirable, the context of the times is an important consideration.

Synergies and Interactions.  There are multiple, many faceted interactions and synergies
among the specific preventive threat reduction outcomes as well as among the approaches
themselves.  The START I treaty provided a legal foundation for CTR even as the CTR
transgovernmental process gradually outgrew its roots in the nuclear treaty structure.  CTR itself
                                                          
4 Though an executive agreement, the SALT I Interim Agreement had “treaty-like” features: legislative approval,
though in its case by a Joint Resolution of Congress passed by majority vote rather than by U.S. Senate ratification
by a two-thirds vote; presidential ratification after passage of that Joint Resolution; formal exchanges between
Moscow and Washington to bring it into force; and legally binding status.
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provided a precedent for other transgovernmental activities, not least MPC&A.  In turn, the
CSBMs process and governmental unilateral actions both helped pave the way for the CFE treaty
structure.  Consultative mechanisms have been part of treaties and agreements but have also
stood on their own and paved the way for new agreements.  For the most part, however, this web
of preventive threat reduction activities and its associated menu of approaches have “grown like
Topsy”.  Depending on the context, different approaches have been pursued, agreements have
been reached or not reached, and actions taken or only proposed.  But there has been little
systematic thought to how all of the pieces fit together.  As a result, important opportunities may
be lost to use preventive threat reduction to enhance U.S. security.

The Costs Dimension.  Increasingly the costs of implementing preventive threat reduction
have emerged as both a major challenge but also a major opportunity.  For economically stressed
countries like Russia, the other states of the former Soviet Union, and the countries of Eastern
Europe, meeting their implementation obligations poses considerable financial difficulties.  For
the United States, this has itself been an opportunity, with U.S. readiness to provide economic
support for treaty implementation and other activities being a key to such countries cooperation
in joint preventive threat reduction activities as well as in accepting unprecedented transparency.

Alternative Pathways or Histories?    As the case studies show, there now exists a broad
set of preventive threat reduction achievements.  These achievements were realized using many
different approaches.  No single approach could have worked in all instances.  Indeed, looking at
each of the threat reduction outcomes individually, it is far from clear that a different approach
from that ultimately used could have achieved comparable results.
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B.  Treaties and Executive Agreements – U.S.-Russian-Nuclear Arms Control5

1.  Introduction

This case study discusses nuclear arms control as a preventive threat reduction measure.
It explores the traditional rationale for U.S.-Russian arms control negotiations, provides a
framework for evaluating successes and failures, gives a progress report, and lists achievements.
This is part of a larger study on the future of preventive threat reduction.6

It is instructive to begin by noting that the decision to pursue nuclear arms control was
one of the earliest major U.S. foreign policy initiatives after World War II. American policy for
preventive nuclear threat reduction measures aimed at Russia (then the Soviet Union) began to
be assembled in the fall of 1945 shortly after the surrender of Japan.  At the time, Washington
and Moscow formally were allies but the U.S. government was unsure of Soviet intentions.  How
to manage the nuclear relationship was seen to be central to the endeavor of seeking a peaceful
postwar world.  Arms control appeared to be one of the tools to address this concern.

 
In 1946, the Truman administration sought Soviet cooperation in the newly formed

United Nations to construct political arrangements and norms prohibiting national nuclear
programs (military and commercial) and transferring authority to an international body for future
nuclear activities.7  No meeting of the minds was achieved at the time, however, and in hindsight
most scholars appear to agree today that little agreement was possible given the circumstances
and underlying clash of interests and personalities that characterized the early phases of the Cold
War.  By 1948 the Cold War had set in and the U.S. approach to arms control now was
understood in terms of dealing with a hostile major power.  The Soviet Union acquired nuclear
weapons in 1949, creating the circumstances for a new phase in preventive threat reduction, but a
major interagency study in 1950 held out little promise of serious interest on the part of Moscow
in nuclear arms control.

By the mid-1950s, with Stalin dead and a new Soviet leadership in place, the American
government was prepared cautiously to explore a modest, step-by-step approach to nuclear
negotiations.  This proceeded slowly as the nuclear arms race accelerated vertically (the U.S.-
Soviet nuclear balance) and horizontally (proliferation).  Technical talks on verification were
followed by formal negotiations on ending nuclear testing.  Tripartite U.S.-Soviet-British nuclear
testing talks had begun by the end of the decade and a testing moratorium was in place.

During the 1950s, the two superpowers engaged in a virtually unconstrained nuclear arms
race as they expanded their nuclear stockpiles, introduced new nuclear weapons designs ranging
from very small battlefield weapons to large thermonuclear devices, and developed ballistic
missiles.  By the early 1960s, a fairly broad consensus had emerged in the United States that
arms control could have an important role to play in stabilizing and helping to manage what was
seen as having become a very dangerous nuclear competition.  Experts disagreed, however, on
                                                          
5 Case study authored by Michael Wheeler, Senior Defense Analyst, Science Applications International Corporation.
6 The SALT I Interim Agreement forms part of this case study.  Though it is an executive agreement, it is best
considered as part of the strategic nuclear arms control record.
7 The U.S. proposal, popularly known as the Baruch Plan, would have created an international body with exclusive
authority for all military activities related to atomic energy.
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how best to pursue this aim.  That disagreement was reflected in domestic political disputes and
in ratification debates on the various nuclear treaties.

The 1960s began with a number of crises, injecting a new tension into the dangerous
East-West confrontation.  The Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) in the summer of 1963 was
made possible partly because of the soberness induced by the Cuban missile crisis of the
preceding fall, and partly by the fear of what the anticipated test of the first Chinese nuclear
weapon might mean for international stability.  Washington and Moscow struck a compromise
regarding German access to nuclear weapons and collaborated in spearheading the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which was opened for signature in 1968.  Coincident with signature
of the NPT, announcements were made in Washington and Moscow of intent to enter into
negotiations on strategic offensive and defensive arms.  The strategic arms talks began in 1969
and from that point until the end of the Cold War, the formal strategic arms process was the
centerpiece of East-West diplomacy and assumed a leading position as a benchmark of progress
in easing East-West tension.  A succession of agreements followed: the SALT I Interim
Agreement, the ABM treaty, new nuclear testing agreements, and the SALT II, INF, START I,
START II treaties.

In late 1989 the Soviet empire began to crumble and by the end of 1991, the Soviet Union
had collapsed.  The Cold War was over and the U.S. approach to Russian relations shifted to
managing a transition to the post-Cold War world, albeit a transition which hedged against the
possibility that a future nuclear-armed Russian government would be hostile to American
interests.

The following summarizes the formal nuclear arms control framework that evolved over
the past several decades.  This is the framework that remains in place today.

NUCLEAR TESTING. The Limited Nuclear Testing Treaty (LTBT), signed in 1963, restricted nuclear testing to
underground facilities.  It was followed by the Threshold Nuclear Testing Treaty (TTBT) signed in 1974.  The TTBT
restricted underground nuclear tests to 150 kilotons.  The Peaceful Nuclear Testing treaty (PNET) signed in 1976
established a similar limit for ‘peaceful’ nuclear tests, thus closing a potential loophole in the TTBT.  Although the U.S.
observed the TTBT and the PNET, it did not formally accede to entry into force until verification protocols were negotiated
in the 1980s.  In 1996, the U.S. signed a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), which the Senate rejected in 1999.  For
now, the U.S. continues to observe a nuclear testing moratorium.  

OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR ARMS AND BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSES.  The first Strategic Arms Limitation
agreement (SALT I)—or, more accurately, the Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms--was signed in 1972.  As
suggested by its title, SALT I served as an agreement of limited duration pending further SALT agreements.  The ABM
Treaty signed in 1972 was part of the SALT I process.  Although of unlimited duration, the ABM Treaty permitted
amendments (as was done, for instance, in subsequent protocols) and the right of withdrawal based upon supreme national
interest.  SALT II was signed in 1979.  The U.S. did not ratify SALT II but continued to observe it until 1986.  The
Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty was signed in 1987.  It is of unlimited duration and remains in force today.  It can
be amended or terminated in accordance with procedures spelled out in the treaty.  The first Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (START I) was signed in 1991.  The collapse of the Soviet Union delayed entry into force pending clarification of
the nuclear succession question.  START I entered into force in 1994.  It is of unlimited duration but can be amended or
terminated in accordance with treaty provisions.  START II, signed in 1993, has been ratified by Washington and Moscow
but has not yet entered into force because of differences between the two sides.  For the past several years, the U.S. and
Russia have conducted preliminary talks on START III.

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation treaty (NPT) was signed in 1968 and entered into force
in 1970.  At the 1995 review conference, the NPT was extended indefinitely.  Talks on a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty
(FMCT) have yet to begin at the Conference on Disarmament.

Framework for U.S.-Russian Nuclear Arms Control
Figure 3-2
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2.  Goals and Objectives

a. Types of Goals

As the U.S. government grappled with nuclear arms control, instrumental goals came to
be identified irrespective of the content of any particular proposal or treaty.  These were
associated with seeking outcomes which were ‘verifiable’, ‘militarily sufficient’, ‘equal’,
‘irreversible’, ‘acceptable to allies’, and so forth.  These sorts of goals tend to dominate
ratification debates and are linked to the broader objectives of U.S. national security policy.  For
instance, to say that an agreement is militarily sufficient is to say that it allows the U.S. to
develop and deploy a military force that is sufficient to support policy and execute strategy at an
acceptable level of risk.  

The broader goals, e.g., deterring nuclear attack on the U.S. and its allies, are themselves
linked to a second category of goals that, for purposes of this paper, are called substance goals.
The following summarizes U.S. substance goals in nuclear arms control with Moscow.

IMPROVE PEACE AND SECURITY

Reduce the risks and consequences of nuclear war: strengthen the deterrence of major war; contain the consequences if nuclear
weapons are used.
Promote arms race stability: make future directions in nuclear modernization more predictable and nuclear force postures more
transparent; remove ungrounded suspicions that fuel nuclear arms races.
Promote crisis stability: reduce incentives and imperatives to use nuclear weapons early in a crisis; minimize risks of crossing the
nuclear threshold through misunderstanding; improve means of communicating with the adversary in crises.
Promote international stability: contain and where possible reverse nuclear proliferation; remove incentives to pursue weapons of
mass destruction; reduce tensions that can lead to confrontations; promote habits of cooperation and nurture mutual confidence;
strengthen international norms and laws that underwrite international peace and security; help manage the transition to a stable post-
Cold War world.

PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY IN PEACETIME

Reduce the risks from nuclear testing: ban nuclear testing in the atmosphere and the release of radiation from underground nuclear
tests

REDUCE DEFENSE COSTS

Reduce the costs of nuclear postures: provide incentives for reducing and retaining nuclear postures at the lowest levels needed for
national security.

Substance Goals
            Figure 3-3

Substance goals help shape American expectations on what an arms control treaty might
accomplish.  However, explicit negotiating objectives are needed to translate sets of instrumental
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and substance goals into detailed negotiating instructions.  Negotiating objectives involve such
things as seeking to eliminate the most destabilizing forms of strategic offensive arms.8 

b.  Instrumental Goals of Nuclear Arms Control

The question of whether or not a treaty is ‘adequately’ or ‘effectively’ verifiable was one
of the principal criteria applied by the Senate during all past ratification debates and is likely to
remain a fundamental point of departure in the future.  During the Cold War, American
discussions on the adequacy or effectiveness of verification took place against the backdrop of
vast differences between the two societies in matters of transparency for defense processes,
forces, and supporting infrastructures relating to their nuclear postures.  Although the Russian
Federation is a more open society today, transparency questions remain important for a number
of aspects of the Russian military-industrial enterprise.

The earliest U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms control treaties included commitments by both
sides not to interfere with “national technical means” (NTM) of verification when NTM was
being used “in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international law.” 9
Determining whether or not the other side was interfering with NTM led to some of the earliest
verification disagreements, and points to a more general theme.  In order to achieve SALT I,
many issues were left ambiguous including the question of what specifically might constitute
interference with NTM.  This creative use of ambiguity (a common practice in arms control) –
and creation of a body to address such questions, the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC)
– deferred disagreements to a future date.10  Partly for this reason, SALT I was a reasonably
short agreement. 

All follow-on strategic arms treaties have been much more complex, largely due to the
effort to remove as much ambiguity as possible and to expand verification.  The chief American
negotiator for SALT II estimated that as much as 85% to 95% of the text of SALT II was related,
directly or indirectly, to the problem of verification.  This is true for START I and the INF treaty
as well, two treaties that introduced a number of new cooperative monitoring measures into the
nuclear relationship.  START II (and presumably any further START agreements) incorporate
the elaborate monitoring framework provided by START I. 

Compliance judgements (individually or taken together) are difficult not simply because
of ambiguities but also because the judgments depend on how one answers questions on what the
consequences of non-compliance might be.  Generally, military, political, and legal criteria are
used to judge the adequacy of any verification regime.  Whether ‘militarily significant’ violations
could be discovered in time to respond effectively is a common question asked.  There is no
single or simple definition of what constitutes a militarily significant violation.  Judgments in
                                                          
8 From the American perspective, the most destabilizing systems were heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) equipped with large numbers of multiple independently targeted re-entry vehicles (MIRVs).
9 “In a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international law” was diplomatic shorthand for
finessing the sensitive question of where monitoring for treaty purposes ends and collecting intelligence for broader
security purposes begins.  NTM also was shorthand for all means of national intelligence focused on the adversary.
It emphasized ‘technical’ primarily because technical advances in monitoring capabilities — specifically, satellite
reconnaissance — made strategic offensive and defensive arms control possible.
10 The SCC remains in existence today for the ABM Treaty.  Different compliance bodies have been created for
other agreements.
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this area are similar to those reached in the area of military sufficiency.  They are conjectural,
open to criticism, and may change over time.  There appears to be consensus that at ever-lower
numbers of nuclear weapons, any violation has the potential to become more militarily
significant.

Although the phrase ‘military sufficiency’ did not become part of the arms control
lexicon until the 1980s, the underlying concept was there from the beginning, namely, asking
whether a proposal or treaty allows the United States to acquire and deploy nuclear forces
sufficient to execute its military strategy.

For purposes of this discussion, the following generic model will be used in addressing
military sufficiency.  Military strategy is developed and approved relative to the political
guidance of the day for: (1) acquiring, deploying, and operating nuclear forces in peacetime; (2)
moving to advanced readiness states in crisis; (3) executing nuclear strikes if ordered; and (4)
returning to a prewar world.  The debates on how best to achieve these goals are detailed,
complex, often divisive, and mostly hidden from public view.  Although nuclear weapons no
longer are so central to U.S. military strategy, nuclear policymaking has become no less complex
or potentially controversial today.  Recently, Congress mandated in the FY 2001 defense
authorization review that a new nuclear posture review (NPR) should be completed by December
2001.  It also registered the strong opinion that the new NPR should be used as the basis for
establishing future U.S. arms control objectives and negotiating positions.

Once the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. national and military strategy is established, the
question arises of whether a particular force structure and its operational procedures are
sufficient to carry out specific missions in peacetime, crisis, and wartime.  Again, this is a highly
subjective area where experts often disagree.  How much nuclear force is enough to achieve
deterrence at acceptable levels of risk, whether nuclear forces can achieve their goals if
deterrence initially fails, and what nuclear force might be needed after a conflict are questions
clearly beyond the scope of this brief case study to address.  What is relevant to the current
discussion is the realization that the answer to these questions can change over time, shifting the
terms of reference for determining military sufficiency.

Finally, as with verification, there is no simple answer as to whether a particular treaty is
or is not militarily sufficient.  Instead, experts are called upon to give their best judgments as to
risks, and in a democracy such as ours the judgments of the ‘official’ experts (the Intelligence
Community in the case of verification, the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the case of military
sufficiency) inevitably are challenged by other experts.  Resolution of such disagreements is a
highly political endeavor that frequently takes White House intervention.

A brief review of the ratification debates for the nuclear treaties reveals common and
continuing themes.  In August 1963, the JCS advised the Senate that the U.S. should not accept
limitations on nuclear testing if the Soviets had or could achieve a ‘significant advantage’ in any
‘militarily important area of nuclear weapons technology’ that, under the LTBT, could not be
overcome by the United States.  Several nuclear testing treaties later, this debate continues.
Senate rejection of the CTBT in the fall of 1999 was premised in part on questions whether the
treaty was verifiable and, if not, whether militarily significant violations might occur.
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In 1972 during the Congressional debate on SALT I and the Senate ABM treaty
ratification debate, the JCS emphasized the importance of sustaining a strategic nuclear balance,
discussed the contributions of the treaties to this goal, and described in general how they
assessed the interactions between offense and defense.  By the ratification debates on START in
the early 1990s, JCS testimony had become much more detailed and included a number of
metrics for military sufficiency such as the level of damage expected of U.S. nuclear forces, the
numbers and types of survivable warheads, the reserve force posture, and the like.

Turning to the goal of equal outcomes, one finds the following.  When SALT I was
completed in the summer of 1972, it allowed the Soviets to build a numerically larger number of
long-range ballistic missiles launchers and ballistic missile submarines than the U.S.  The
rationale that the Nixon administration relied upon to defend this outcome was the American
lead in technology, specifically, in America’s ability to deploy multiple independently-targeted
re-entry vehicles (MIRVs) on its long-range ballistic missiles.  Senate Jackson objected to this
approach and in September 1972, a joint resolution was adopted that incorporated language from
the Jackson amendment, mandating equal outcomes for future arms control treaties.  This
principle has been carried forward through subsequent legislation.

Assessing progress by asking the question of whether equal outcomes have been achieved
always was a difficult task since it raises the question of what measures of ‘equality’ are most
essential to national security – another area where experts typically disagree.  The core belief that
inspired the original Jackson amendment was that the Soviets could exploit their permitted
advantage in heavy missiles to move to advantages once they had perfected MIRV technology.
This in fact appears to have been the case, motivating an even longer-term American effort to
ban heavy and MIRVed ICBMs – an effort which appears to have culminated in the as yet to be
implemented START II agreement.  If the START process shifts over time to addressing nuclear
warheads themselves and their supporting design and production infrastructure, asymmetries
between the American and the Russian nuclear weapon complex will make it even more difficult
to find common denominators for equal outcomes in future START regimes.  

From its inception, the U.S. approach to nuclear arms control has been to recognize that
there is no such thing as de facto nuclear irreversibility.  Arms control regimes can mandate
reductions (perhaps even abolition) of nuclear stockpiles and forces, but if political
circumstances change fundamentally, nuclear stockpiles can be reconstituted.  What arms control
can seek is to make it harder rather than easier to pursue such reconstitution.

Finally, there is the instrumental goal of whether or not a particular arms control treaty is
acceptable to various international audiences.  Acceptability to allies always has been a factor
and the U.S. traditionally has invested a great deal of effort into consulting with allies while
negotiations were proceeding.  Acceptability to wider international audiences also is a
consideration.  The Truman administration took the deliberate decision to first engage nuclear
arms control in the United Nations as a multilateral effort as opposed to a simpler U.S.-Soviet
bilateral negotiation.  The decisions in the 1950s and 1960s to shift to a largely bilateral
negotiation was motivated by a growing appreciation of the complexity of securing agreements
in multi-party talks where the parties bring a wide range of diverging interests and stakes to the
table.  However, because of proliferation concerns, the linkage between the bilateral and
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multilateral negotiations has been present from the initial announcement that Washington and
Moscow planned to negotiate on strategic nuclear arms.

c.  Substance Goals of Nuclear Arms Control

Many of the American substance goals identified earlier are organically imbedded in
American foreign policy since World War II and, as might be expected, do not make sense when
isolated from the larger context and circumstances of policymaking.  In a broad sense, the U.S.
realized in 1945 – even before the Cold War began  – that its security in the nuclear age required
a strategy involving a strong measure of nuclear deterrence.  It also realized that its interests
could be threatened by proliferation of nuclear weapons.  How to achieve deterrence, what to do
if deterrence fails, and how to contain if not prevent proliferation have been three fundamental
questions for American policymakers and strategic planners since the dawn of the nuclear age.  

Questions such as these intersect ongoing national security policy debates on
fundamental issues.  What, for instance, is the role of nuclear weapons in American policy?  This
question has been answered differently at various times.  What priorities should be pursued when
goals clash, resources are limited, and the like?  What is the value of agreements if the U.S. is
abiding by its commitments while the other side is not?

It traditionally has been difficult to do a net assessment of the costs and savings
associated with arms control.  To begin with there is the fundamental problem of stating the
overall cost of U.S. nuclear forces.  Costs are in several agency budgets and are associated with
programs that are not always transparent.   To put it another way, there is no single budget line
for nuclear forces or for nuclear arms control.  Experience shows that a treaty may result in one
form of reductions, while expenses are incurred in other areas either as safeguards against
possible breakdown of the treaty or due to the way military sufficiency is assessed in that
particular debate.  Determining the verification costs associated with arms control cuts across the
issue of what NTM and other means are acquired for specific arms control purposes and what
would be procured even without an arms control agreement.  For reasons of this sort, past
administration officials often have been careful to try to deflate heightened expectations for
dramatic cost savings because of arms control.

Finally, it is worth noting that nuclear arms control during the Cold War became a
diplomatic centerpiece of the overall relationship between the Washington and Moscow, which
contributed in large measure to the way the public viewed nuclear arms control at home and
abroad.  There typically was little public understanding of the details of the arms control
negotiations but great public interest in whether or not arms control was proceeding.  For the past
ten years, public interest in nuclear arms control has waned as other aspects of the U.S.-Russian
relationship have come to the fore.  This is consistent with the overall effort to move nuclear
weapons from the center of national security policy in the post-Cold War world.

d. Negotiating Objectives in Nuclear Arms Control

There are hundreds of different negotiating objectives that have been identified in
specific nuclear negotiations over the past fifty years.  The objectives nuclear testing and nuclear
offensive-defensive arms have been associated with the following broad policy trajectories.
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Nuclear testing. In the 1940s the U.S. began addressing nuclear testing with proposals
that implicitly would have shifted authority for nuclear testing to an international body.  When
that early initiative failed, the U.S. then explored seeking a total ban on nuclear testing.
Uncertain of the wisdom of a comprehensive test ban at the time and faced with Soviet
intransigence, the U.S. agreed in the 1960s and early 1970s to limited bans (e.g., restricting
testing to underground facilities; establishing test thresholds).  The U.S. briefly returned to
exploring a comprehensive test ban in the second half of the 1970s, then shifted in the 1980s to
expanded verification regimes, and finally returned in the 1990s to seeking a comprehensive test
ban.  The U.S. government currently is divided on how to proceed.

At least three broad categories of negotiating objectives have evolved since the U.S. first
engaged in nuclear testing talks with the Soviets/Russians in the 1950s:

• Prevent further public health risks from nuclear testing.
• Contribute to slowing down the U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms race in a way that does not

disadvantage the United States.
• Help contain the spread of nuclear weapons to Nth countries.

 
Offensive nuclear arms.  When the U.S. government began thinking seriously in the

1960s about controlling offensive nuclear arms, the early initiatives involved some sort of freeze
on further construction.  This was carried over into SALT I where the U.S. sought to ban further
construction of ICBM and SLBM launchers and of modern ballistic missile submarines.
Bombers were excluded from SALT I.  The phrase strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs)
entered the arms control lexicon.  In the SALT II talks, the categories of SNDVs were expanded
to include bombers (captured in the central agreement) and mobile ICBMs and cruise missiles
(addressed in protocols of limited duration).  SALT II also sought lower limits, injected the
principle of equal outcomes, established new sublimits, and began to deal with difficult technical
issues such as test and modernization practices.  INF expanded the negotiations to address some
of the non-strategic nuclear delivery systems.  INF and START both adopted reductions (as
opposed to caps) as the negotiating objective, albeit while still not addressing the nuclear
weapons themselves but their delivery means instead (with the phrase strategic offensive arms—
SOAs—adopted to finesse early disagreements between Washington and Moscow on what was
being limited).  The cooperative monitoring regime was expanded greatly from the one found in
SALT, as was the scope of operational practices restricted by the agreements.  Sea-launched
cruise missiles were alluded to but not directly controlled by SALT II or START I/II.  As
discussed earlier, preliminary talks on START III have begun.

At least three broad categories of negotiating objectives have evolved since the U.S. first
engaged in strategic offensive arms talks in the late 1960s (defensive objectives will be
addressed in the next section:

• Encourage the Soviet Union to shift its nuclear posture away from the more
destabilizing systems (specifically, away from heavy and highly MIRVed ICBMs).

• Reduce the relative nuclear balance to the lowest levels consistent with stability and
security.
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• Pursue strategic and theater nuclear arms control in a way consistent with maintaining
strong alliances.

Ballistic missile defenses.  The U.S. began seriously exploring ballistic missile defenses
in the early 1950s, and by the early 1960s, an intense U.S.-Soviet competition in seeking such
defenses was underway.  Early U.S. and Soviet interest in strategic arms talks was inspired in
large part by the uncertainties associated with this aspect of the nuclear arms race.  The U.S.
agreed in 1972 to the ABM treaty that prohibited entire territorial defense against ballistic
missiles, severely restricted less than territorial defense, and left ambiguous the issue of
defending against non-strategic missiles.  Other forms of defenses against nuclear attack—civil
defense, defense against air-breathing systems and other means of delivery—were not addressed
by arms control.  The future of the ABM treaty has emerged in the past two years as a major
issue in domestic and international politics, and as one of the major unanswered questions
affecting the future of the traditional arms control paradigm.

At least three broad categories of negotiating objectives have evolved since the U.S. first
engaged in defensive arms talks in the late 1960s:

• Prevent an unconstrained offense-defense nuclear arms race.
• Manage the U.S.-Soviet deterrent relationship around the concept of the most stable

form of mutual assured destruction that can be achieved.
• Permit the development of ballistic missile defenses that do not threaten the central

U.S.-Russian deterrent relationship.

3. Progress Report of Nuclear Arms Control

a. How to Measure Progress

Measuring progress in formal nuclear arms control involves several preliminary
methodological choices.  First, there are four levels at which progress might be measured: (1) at
the system level (nuclear arms control taken as a whole); (2) at the functional level (nuclear
testing, offensive arms, defenses, proliferation); (3) in terms of specific treaties (e.g., START I,
CTBT); and (4) in terms of specific provisions of specific treaties (e.g., eliminating highly
MIRVed ICBMs).  For purposes of this case study, the functional level has been selected with
explicit references to treaties as needed to illustrate the points.

Second, there is the question of what constitutes progress.  Should it be measured in
terms of how well the other side is complying with a treaty?  In terms of the military significance
of alleged treaty violations?  In terms of the contribution of a treaty to U.S. security?  In terms of
whether a treaty negotiated in a prior era remains relevant to today’s and to future security
requirements?  This list could be extended almost indefinitely.  Indeed, an earlier study on a
similar set of questions took several hundred pages to present its results. 11  Given the concise
                                                          
11 In 1985-1986, Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government conducted a research project,
“Learning from Experience with Arms Control,” sponsored by ACDA and under the direction of Albert Carnesale.
The project had objectives more modest than the current case study, and still resulted in a report, which was close to
400 pages long.  See Albert Carnesale and Richard N. Haass, eds, Superpower Arms Control: Setting the Record
Straight (Ballinger, 1987).
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nature of the current case study, judgments are presented on key questions, albeit with only a
sketch of the supporting analysis that could be provided in more complete form if needed.

Finally, given the earlier discussion, there should be no surprise that experts disagree on
many judgments concerning what arms control has or has not achieved. In a very real sense,
discussing progress requires speculating on alternative futures and counterfactuals.  What might
have happened, for instance, if no agreement had been reached to ban nuclear testing in the
atmosphere in 1963?  What if there had been no ABM treaty in 1972?  This case study will
record consensus where it is available and otherwise note significance differences.
  

b. Progress Report on Negotiated Control of Nuclear Testing

From 1945 to 1998, a total of 2050 nuclear tests have been conducted by seven nations
according to the public record.  Of these, 85% – 1745 tests – have been by the United States and
the Soviet Union/Russia.12 The United Kingdom, France, and China respectively conducted 44,
210, and 45 nuclear tests. The first nuclear test was conducted by the United States in July 1945.
The last U.S. nuclear test was in September 1992.  The first Soviet nuclear test took place in
August 1949.  The last acknowledged Russian nuclear test was in October 1990.  The last
reported nuclear tests anyplace in the world were conducted by India and Pakistan in May 1998.

What can one say about the achievements of the nuclear test regime associated with the
various arms control efforts since the 1950s?  First, other states have eventually followed the
superpower lead in at least one respect, namely, confining nuclear tests to underground facilities.
No state appears ready, possible military requirements notwithstanding, to accept the criticism
that it deliberately is permitting radioactive debris to spread to other states in peacetime.  It thus
appears that a fairly strong international norm has been established to (at a minimum) limit
nuclear testing to underground facilities when it occurs, thus addressing the public health
concern which led to the initial calls in the early 1950s for a nuclear test ban.13  Beyond that, the
achievements that can be attributed to nuclear testing treaties alone become more problematic.

Did nuclear testing treaties constrain the U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms race?  In one sense, of
course, the answer is yes.  Neither side pursued nuclear testing programs that otherwise might
have been taken place.  While many details of nuclear weapons development remain classified
on both sides, it is likely that some types of nuclear weapons were not developed because of
negotiated restraints.14 On the other hand, the two sides did conduct close to 2,000 nuclear tests
that supported large and diversified nuclear stockpiles with many different weapons designs.

Did nuclear testing significantly constrain U.S.-Soviet achievement of militarily
sufficient forces?  A review of the declassified American record reveals that at many phases of
the nuclear test talks, the U.S. and Soviet/Russian negotiators appeared to proceed with

                                                          
12 “Factfile: The Nuclear Testing Tally”, The Arms Control Association
http://www.arnscontrol.org/ACT/may98/ffmy98.htm, December 11, 2000. 
13 The norm is to conduct nuclear tests underground in such a fashion as to contain the release of radioactive debris.
14 Senior officials in the United States in 1963 accepted the fact that improvements in nuclear warhead development
allowed the United States to pursue some – but not all – of the improvements in nuclear warhead development under
consideration at the time.  See Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961-1963, Vol. VII, Arms Control and
Disarmament, pp. 864-66.
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instructions that reflected the different views of the two sides on what defines military
sufficiency and of the nuclear testing requirements associated with that definition.  Neither was
prepared to accept military disadvantages and both frequently tried to protect their military
advantages.  The timing of the nuclear test negotiating process – what one side was willing to
advance and the other oppose – was heavily influenced by which side had just completed a major
new test series.

Did the U.S. achieve its instrumental goals in negotiating controls on nuclear testing?  In
1963, the JCS opposed the draft CTBT then under consideration because it was not capable of
being monitored in a fashion to preclude clandestine testing which might alter the military
relationship in favor of the Soviet Union.15  On the other hand, the Chiefs supported the LTBT as
well as the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty
(PNET) -- albeit with the reservations on verification of the latter two, which contributed to the
eventual U.S. position requiring verification protocols for the treaties.  Their support was heavily
premised on the argument that the political advantages the U.S. would achieve through the
treaties outweighed military reservations.  Somewhat the same dynamic appears to have been at
play in the CTBT ratification process over the past several years. In addition, many strong
supporters of the CTBT believe that a ban on testing will have limited military impact given the
preeminence of U.S. conventional military power as well as what they regard as the long-term
robustness of U.S. nuclear forces.16

What of irreversibility?  The nuclear test ban treaty that was opened for signature in
September 1996 technically is a completely reversible treaty.  Nations reserve the right to
withdraw from the treaty for reasons of supreme national interest and procedures are prescribed
for exercising that right.  Those who argue for ending nuclear testing forever tend to rely on the
development of strong norms against testing to build barriers to withdrawal from the CTBT.  The
issue of the right of withdrawal became a major part of the U.S. debate on whether it could
accept a true zero-yield outcome. When President Clinton announced his decision in August
1995 to pursue the zero option, he did so with the explicit reservation that the U.S. could
withdraw from the treaty if it found that its deterrent was significantly threatened because of the
absence of nuclear testing.17  He also stressed that the U.S. had no intent to withdraw and that he
was comfortable that the U.S. would be able to sustain confidence in its nuclear stockpile
without nuclear testing.  Others are less sanguine on this matter.

Stockpile maintenance in a non-testing world is one of the issues on the table today (i.e.,
retaining confidence in the safety and reliability of stockpiled weapons), as is the question of

                                                          
15 U.S. Congress. Senate. Armed Services Committee. Testimony of Admiral Anderson, Joint Chiefs of Staff, before
the Senate Armed Services Committee, June 26, 1963.
16 While the JCS officially supported the CTBT in the 1999 hearings (and the then-Chairman of the JCS, retired
General John Shalishkavili led the effort late in the Clinton Administration to find a common ground for proceeding
again with CTBT ratification), it is less clear where a future JCS will come out on the CTBT if and when it is
resubmitted to the Senate.
17 This was recorded in Safeguard F: “In the event that I were informed by the Secretary of Defense and Secretary of
Energy—advised by the Nuclear Weapons Council, the Directors of DOE’s nuclear weapons laboratories and the
Commander of U.S. Strategic Command—that a high level of confidence in the safety or reliability of a nuclear
weapons type which the two Secretaries consider to be critical to our nuclear deterrent could no longer be certified, I
would be prepared, in consultation with Congress, to exercise our ‘supreme national interests’ rights under the
CTBT in order to conduct whatever testing might be required.”
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whether a state can pursue militarily significant advantage by testing below levels that can be
effectively monitored. There also is the issue of new designs.  The U.S. has publicly taken the
position that a CTBT will significantly inhibit modernization of the U.S. and Russian stockpiles.
However, it is not agreed among experts whether ‘new designs’ are physically impossible in the
absence of nuclear testing.  Indeed, one of the underlying tensions is the lack of consensus on
what constitutes a ‘new design’ and on whether new designs would confer a strategic advantage
on either U.S. or Russia or would endanger current stability.  

An overall argument can be made that the LTBT and the TTBT/PNET contributed to a
broader process which helped constrain the U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms race, especially in the
1960s and 1970s, although it is difficult to point to the treaties themselves as the most important
causative factor.  Whether the CTBT would significantly constrain future nuclear competition is
less clear.  Some take this to be a moot point given the collapsed Russian economy.  Others
argue that it is even more salient today than before, given Russia’s officially sanctioned greater
reliance on nuclear weapons in its national security concept.

Did nuclear testing help contain the spread of nuclear weapons to Nth countries?  At least
one widely acknowledged (albeit ‘oblique’) nuclear power, Israel, is believed to have acquired a
fairly sophisticated nuclear stockpile without testing (although there are some questions whether
at least one of its designs was tested by another country).  President Kennedy’s acknowledged
motivation for continuing to push so hard for a nuclear testing ban in the face of domestic
opposition, the fear that China would go nuclear, clearly was not achieved.18  India and Pakistan
went nuclear.  North Korea, Iran, and Iraq remain countries of concern.  Restraints on nuclear
testing appear to have contributed to a wider regime, which helps contain proliferation, but in
themselves cannot keep a determined nation from going nuclear.

It is this linkage that has evolved between the nonproliferation agenda and their other
interests that also will likely have the most inhibiting effect on the United States and Russia from
openly resuming nuclear testing.  A strong consensus has emerged in much of the international
community in favor of the CTBT.  A resumption of unconstrained nuclear testing by the United
States and Russia would be a major blow to the nonproliferation regime.  On the other hand, it is
less clear how the international community would respond to limited nuclear testing undertaken
for specific, narrowly defined purposes and explicitly associated with other steps taken to
assuage concerns that the nuclear states were backing away from their Article VI commitments
in the NPT?19

                                                          
18 On February 8, 1963, President Kennedy presided over a meeting on U.S. test ban policy.  The notes of that
meeting recorded what others reported him saying in the months prior to the Moscow negotiations which achieved
the first test ban agreement, i.e.: “The President said that, in his opinion, the whole reason for having a test ban is
related to the Chinese situation.  Otherwise, it wouldn’t be worth the disruption and fighting with Congress, etc.”
See Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961-1963, Volume VII, Arms Control and Disarmament, p. 646.
19 For instance, how would those states respond to a short-term resumption of nuclear testing by the United States as
a means of validating the metrics and tools of the Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP), if this was linked to a
commitment to ratify the CTBT. Article VI of the NPT states: “Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date
and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control.”
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c. Progress Report on Negotiated Control of Offensive Nuclear Arms

Turning to formal nuclear arms control, what one frequently encounters in official fact
sheets issued by the White House and the State Department (and formerly by the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency) are long lists of treaty obligations and status reports on how many
systems have been eliminated in accordance with treaty requirements at a specified point in time.
This is one way of recording progress, but it tends to beg the question of what such reductions
mean in terms of U.S. security and global stability.  Different answers exist today.  From one
perspective, reductions in the post-Cold War world are inherently desirable, given what are
perceived to be the excessive Cold War nuclear legacies in Russia and the United States as well
as the political benefits for the NPT regime.  From a different perspective, reductions may
undermine stability by making the U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship more uncertain, or by
ignoring other uncertainties such as the future of China’s nuclear posture.

Has the offensive nuclear arms race ended and is formal arms control responsible at least
in part for this state of affairs?  Almost all experts on the matter appear to agree that the type of
U.S.-Soviet arms race in offensive arms that characterized the Cold War no longer is present.
Many would give formal arms control strong marks in helping to achieve this outcome and in
moderating the arms race during the Cold War, perhaps even in shifting it to a more stable
configuration.  What is less clear is whether new forms of offensive nuclear competition may
emerge, and if so, whether traditional treaty-based arms control is the best tool for dealing with
them.

Did the SALT/START process encourage the Soviet Union to shift its nuclear posture
away from the more destabilizing systems, specifically, away from heavy and highly MIRVed
ICBMs?  SALT I established a ceiling on launchers for heavy ICBMs.  SALT II introduced
MIRV sublimits and introduced constraints on modernization.  START I further lowered the
ceiling on heavy ICBMs, introduced a limit on overall throwweight, and put in place more
restrictive sublimits on MIRVed ICBMs.  START II (if implemented) will eliminate heavy and
MIRVed ICBMs.  INF led to the elimination of the MIRVed SS-20.  In one sense, then, the
formal arms control process has achieved one of America’s premier objectives for stabilizing the
nuclear competition.  On the other hand, Russia’s circumstances today – and particularly the loss
of much of its industrial infrastructure which was located in states now independent of Moscow’s
control – would have forced the Russians into hard choices on maintaining their heavy ICBMs
and their heavily MIRVed ICBM force, arms control notwithstanding.  Another way to look at
this area is by acknowledging that a long-term U.S. goal during the 1970s and 1980s was to shift
the nuclear competition toward ‘slow flying’ air-breathing systems (heavy bombers and cruise
missiles) and away from ‘fast flying’ ballistic missiles.  Ironically, both the U.S. and Russia
today find themselves less reliant on aircraft and more reliant on ballistic missiles than ever was
the case during the Cold War.  This comes at a time when Moscow’s technical means of assuring
survival of its strategic nuclear delivery systems in the event of a first strike (an unlikely prospect
but one which Russian planners still appear to take into account) is more stressed than it was
during the Cold War.

Has the formal arms control process helped to shift the relative U.S.-Soviet (now
Russian) balance toward the lowest levels consistent with stability and security? The SALT I
Interim Agreement left open the possibility of MIRVing, which made possible a major jump in
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the size of U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals.  By contrast, START I began a process of
restructuring the nuclear balance to stability at lower levels. Nonetheless, that process has
stalemated. Further, Moscow may have already chosen for budgetary reasons to go to even lower
levels were it not for their concern to preserve the appearance of equality within the context of
START.  Moreover, many persons now argue that stability must be conceived in terms broader
than the U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship.

Did nuclear arms control support pursuit of strategies linking the central deterrent to
theater requirements, in a way consistent with maintaining strong alliances?  When SALT
commenced in late 1969, Moscow sought to define ‘strategic’ weapons as those capable of
striking the two sides’ national territories.  This would have captured American forward-based
theater systems in NATO Europe and the Far East, while excluding shorter-range Soviet systems
targeted on Europe.  Alliance solidarity precluded American consent to any such approach (even
if the U.S. had been attracted to such a compromise which it was not), and it was not until INF
that the United States agreed to limit theater systems of any kind, and then in a manner
acceptable to its allies.  Likewise, the U.S. resisted Soviet moves in SALT and START to
constrain U.S. assistance to Britain for maintaining Britain’s independent nuclear deterrent.

Turning to the instrumental goals, one finds that every nuclear offensive arms agreement
negotiated thus far – SALT I, SALT II, INF, START I, START II – has been supported by the
JCS during ratification debates as militarily sufficient. This is so notwithstanding frequent,
intense criticism of one sort or another from some defense experts but also support for those
agreements by other defense experts.20 All of the treaties have triggered intense debates on their
verifiability.  None has been technically irreversible, and – indeed – the demand to maintain
flexibility to reverse courses often is part of the congressional compromise needed to achieve
ratification.  Each of the treaties contains a right of withdrawal under supreme national interest,
and each must cope with the arguments of ‘breakout’– either slow breakout achieved through
piecemeal non-compliant behavior, or rapid ‘breakout’ accompanied by formal abandonment of
a treaty. 

If the framework on offensive nuclear arms were to collapse today, it clearly would affect
the nonproliferation regime given the investment the U.S. and Russia have made in documenting
their meeting their Article VI NPT commitment via their strategic arms control gains.  Beyond
that, it also would remove an elaborate verification framework that has evolved over the years.
This framework gave the U.S. a demonstrably better means of anticipating future directions in
Soviet force developments – a major consideration for the JCS when they supported SALT II as
a ‘modest but useful’ addition to the tools for managing the nuclear relationship.  Whether it
gave the Soviets a similar level of confidence is less clear.

Experts appear to agree that the most complicated linkage in the U.S.-Russian nuclear
arms control world is the relationship between controlling offenses and defenses.  Indeed, the
future of the START and INF regimes may turn most heavily in the next few years on the future
of the ABM treaty.
                                                          
20 The JCS are not entirely comfortable with START and INF.  The major recent military criticisms of these two
treaties focus on their restraints – real and/or potential – on dual-capable, non-nuclear systems, e.g., manned
bombers and unmanned aerial vehicles.  The restraints, it should be pointed out, were deliberately accepted by the
JCS at the time the treaties were negotiated, albeit within the framework of a much different strategic environment.
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d. Progress Report on Negotiated Control of Ballistic Missile Defenses

In 1972 the United States and the Soviet Union signed the ABM treaty.  The treaty can be
amended, is of unlimited duration, and allows a standard right of withdrawal for purposes of
supreme national interest.  Formally, the U.S. and Russia continue to acknowledge the ABM
treaty as “a cornerstone of strategic stability.”21  But there is no agreement within the U.S.
government or strategic studies community on what this means.  From the start, moreover, the
idea of national missile defense has been controversial.  That controversy must be reflected in
any attempt at a progress report.

Did the ABM treaty of 1972 prevent an unconstrained offense-defense arms race?  There
is good reason to believe that given the circumstances when it was negotiated, not having such
an agreement certainly would have seen a more expansive and expensive offense-defense arms
race.  How long this would have continued and with what results is more difficult to answer.
Most – but certainly not all – U.S. nuclear experts agree that in an unconstrained arms race, the
offense always will dominate the defense if one stays in the race long enough and devotes
enough resources and ingenuity to the effort.  

In accepting the ABM treaty, the U.S. government in effect legally codified mutual
assured destruction as the essence of the U.S.-Soviet/Russian deterrent relationship.  According
to this principle, each side would retain a sufficient second-strike capability to utterly destroy the
other and neither side would seek to deny the other a second strike capability.  American policy
in nuclear arms control negotiations has been based on this principal of U.S.-Soviet/Russian
equality in deterrent retaliatory capability.  As Eugene Rostow has written: “Agreements which
meet this standard would deny either side the capability to alter the nuclear balance in its favor
by executing a preemptive first strike, but would allow each to protect its most vital interests by
the credible threat of nuclear retaliation.”22 (At the same time, both sides continued to invest in
highly robust strategic offensive forces, motivated on the U.S. side by an attempt to at least limit
the damage to the American homeland should a nuclear war be unavoidable.)

Even strong supporters of the ABM treaty were uncomfortable with the thesis that the
ABM treaty preserves in perpetuity the doctrine of mutual assured destruction and thus tended to
focus their attention on the technical question of whether ballistic missile defense would work.
This uneasiness was particularly prominent in the 1980s debates over the Strategic Defense
Initiative.  For instance, Ashton Carter wrote during these SDI debates:

“So long as the United States does not have an ABM system worth deploying, it is in the nation’s
military interest to preserve the ABM Treaty regime.  Legal and political considerations…also
contribute to an assessment of the national interest but military considerations are central.  To be
militarily worthwhile, an ABM system would have to be able to play some significant role in
defending people or military targets, even if the Soviet Union adopted countermeasures of
comparable cost.  The system’s defensive protection would furthermore have to be worth the price
of equipping U.S. missiles to penetrate the Soviet ABM system that would almost surely be
deployed in response to U.S. deployment.  Such a system might become possible in two years, or

                                                          
21 Moscow Summit.  Language recorded in the joint Clinton-Putin statement on strategic stability.  June 2000. 
22 Rostow, Eugene V., Toward Managed Peace, (Yale University, 1993), p. 328.
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ten, or perhaps never.  In the meantime, an intact ABM Treaty obliges the Soviet Union not to
deploy a defense either.”23

A number of informed critics of mutual assured destruction decry it as an immoral
expedient that at best can be a transitional strategy, not a permanent feature of the U.S.-
Soviet/Russian nuclear relationship. For its supporters, however, acceptance of the
principle of mutual vulnerability is the only route to a stable, non-competitive nuclear
relationship with Russia – and, thereby, avoidance of competition, escalation, and
ultimately nuclear conflict. This is a fundamental debate that can only be acknowledged
in this case study, not discussed in detail.

Technically, the ABM treaty could be amended to permit the development of
ballistic missile defenses aimed at third parties in a manner, which does not destroy the
central U.S.-Russian deterrent relationship.  Working the politics of such an amendment
is not easy.  The Clinton administration proposed amendments to the treaty in this regard.
The Russians have balked at entertaining any sort of amendment. 

From the standpoint of instrumental goals, the military sufficiency and verifiability of the
ABM treaty have been disputed almost from its date of implementation.  That debate continues.
At the same time, the treaty has become a powerful symbol internationally.  Perhaps the only
consensus one can find among those who follow these issues is agreement that the stakes are
high in the debate on the future of the ABM treaty. 

4.  Nuclear Arms Control as a Process

Nuclear arms control also can be seen in process terms, independent of its instrumental
and substantive goals.  This part of the case study discusses several dimensions of the process.

Transitioning to a less hostile relationship.  The U.S. agenda for nuclear arms control
with the Soviet Union began in the mid-1940s and continued some forty-five years until the
collapse of the Soviet Union (and beyond).  The U.S.-Soviet/Russian political relationship
evolved during that time from one of deep hostility to something else, still difficult to describe in
the current world. It is in that context that we can begin to explore the temporal dimensions
associated with formal arms control.

Formal negotiations normally take a long time to complete (although some negotiations,
e.g., on the LTBT, were concluded fairly quickly).  The slow, step-by-step approach eases the
difficulty of political adjustments between enemies and facilitates discussions when other,
normal diplomatic channels are neither robust nor frequently exercised.  Prolonged negotiations
also allow for the two sides to come to understand each other’s perspectives on key issues.  The
longer timelines provide opportunities for sustained debate within government councils and more
broadly within a state and with allies and other parties on where respective national interest lie,
what compromises are acceptable without threatening mutual security (or perceptions thereof),
and the like.  This type of process has value that is hard to quantify but indisputably important in
the nuclear age. 

                                                          
23 Carter, Ashton B., “Underlying Military Objectives,” in Antonia H. Chayes and Paul Doty, eds, Defending
Deterrence: Managing the ABM Treaty Into the 21st Century (Pergamon-Brassey’s, 1989), p. 17.
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When dealing with nuclear weapons, one needs to recognize that the questions are
complex and the answers inconclusive.  In his 1997 monograph on the subject, Sir Michael
Quinlan highlighted these difficulties: 

“We have no further empirical data about how events may run if nuclear weapons are used, or if
nuclear powers come seriously to blows with one another without such use.  Even propositions
about the achievement of nuclear weapons in deterrence lack hard evidence, since such
propositions are essentially about alternative history—about what would have happened had
matters been other than they were…. In the absence of data we have to rely upon concepts,
hypotheses and inferences not directly or fully tested…[I]n matters so untested yet so important
the temptation to hyperbole and over-assertion, whether for emphasis or to command attention, is
very strong.”24

Treaty Formal negotiations create a framework in which otherwise hostile parties can
develop over the long time of negotiations a cumulative and shared understanding of nuclear
issues and, hopefully, can cut through the hyperbole and over-assertion to reach a deeper level of
mutual understanding.  Such Formal negotiations also permit the creation of a detailed
negotiating record.  This allows for ambiguities and technical misunderstandings to be addressed
systematically where and when they occur.  It does not, however, guarantee that ambiguities will
not remain in the separate views of the two sides as to what the treaty requires and what is not.

Promoting the cultivation of shared interests, common norms, and international law.
Lawrence Freedman advances the interesting thesis that “Had it not been for the arrival of
nuclear weapons on the international scene, grand schemes for disarmament might have been left
totally discredited as a result of the experience of their pursuit following the First World War.
The actual disarmament negotiations of this period,” Freedman observes, “had often been
farcical.  Meanwhile the diagnosis behind them – that arms races caused wars and that
international law could prevent them – was undermined by the events that led up to the Second
World War.”25  

American political and military leaders in the fall of 1945 seriously contemplated the
challenges posed by the new nuclear age.  The JCS advised the President:

“While the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider it imperative to retain technical secrets on atomic
weapons for the present, they regard it as of great military importance that further steps of a
political nature should be promptly and vigorously pressed during the probably limited period of
American monopoly, in an effort to forestall a possible race in atomic weapons and to prevent the
exposure of the United States to a form of attack against which present defenses are
inadequate.”26

Nuclear weapons were seen as being so devastating in their effects that even the credible
threat of a limited nuclear strike focused attention on a search for political solutions.  Nuclear
negotiations were central to that search.  In 1945, the United States also was seeking ways to
                                                          
24 Quinlan, Michael, Thinking About Nuclear Weapons (London: Royal United Services Institute for Defense
Studies, 1997), pp. 9-10.
25 Freedman, Lawrence, “Eliminators, Marginalists, and the Politics of Disarmament,” in John Balis and Robert
O’Neill, eds, Alternative Nuclear Futures (Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 57.
26 Memorandum for the President from Fleet Admiral William D. Leahy for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 23 October
1945.  Harry S. Truman Library, President’s Secretary’s Files, Box 199.
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strengthen the entire fabric of international security – including international law – in order try to
prevent recurrence of the circumstances which had led in the lifetime of that generation of
leaders to two devastating world wars.  Managing the nuclear relationship was at the heart of that
issue.

A deep discussion of America’s shifting attitudes toward international law clearly is
beyond the scope of this case study.27  Today’s increasingly globalized world is one in which
many of our most mundane day-to-day international relations – e.g., how we finance and conduct
our trade, how we travel and communicate abroad, use of the ‘global commons’ – are governed
by international law which was shaped and championed by the United States over the past fifty
years.  How we conduct war also is constrained by international law, which in many instances
was pioneered by America.  However the vision, which even the JCS shared in 1945 – the
possibility that rules for the use of nuclear weapons might emerge – has not materialized.  In
fact, we have found that reconciling national security with international law is a highly complex
matter that takes time to mature, in part to allow the underlying political relations to themselves
change.  During this process, nuclear negotiations have emerged as a mechanism to nurture the
long-term development of international law while not compromising America’s shorter-term
security imperatives.

Nuclear arms control negotiations have established treaty-based institutions and
structures which can and do outlast the narrow perspectives of specific political leaders, the
vagaries of transient political agendas, and the particular disputes which characterize different
phases of international relations that hovered between outright hostility and civil competition
governed by mutually accepted rules.  In an address in 1991 to an international symposium on
the international law of arms control and disarmament, Yasushi Akashi – then United Nations
Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs – noted:

“Given the tensions that have prevailed over much of the past 45 years, it is not surprising that the
concept of shared advantage or co-operative security has not taken root as easily [in security
affairs as in other areas such as trade, transportation, communications, and so on].  It is a State’s
assessment of what best serves its own overall security needs that motivates its interest in, and
willingness to accept, agreed restrictions, reductions, elimination or prohibition of various types
of weapons.”28  

The framework of commitments and obligations recorded in nuclear arms control
agreements reflects a minimum consensus on shared security concerns which, over time, can
mature into international norms and laws, e.g., the current framework governing nuclear
proliferation.  As discussed earlier, there has from the start been a close link between progress in
bilateral nuclear arms control and in the multilateral regime that includes the norms against
proliferation.  The shared interests cut across nuclear and non-nuclear weapons states.

Strengthening domestic consensus.  The underlying domestic consensus on arms control
and nuclear weapons was remarkably stable over the many years of the Cold War.  Reviewing
over forty years of polling data in America on arms control and nuclear weapons, in 1987,
                                                          
27 For good overviews of the American approach to international law, see Eugene Rostow, Toward Managed Peace
(Yale University, 1993), and Daniel Patrick Moynihan, On the Law of Nations (Harvard University, 1990).
28 Symposium Proceedings, The International Law of Arms Control and Disarmament (United Nations, 1991), pp.
16-17.
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Andrew Kohut -- then president of the Gallup Organization and one of America’s most
experienced pollsters – prepared a report for the Aspen Strategy Group, which sought to
determine, among other things, how to interpret public dispositions on arms control and nuclear
weapons issues At that time, Kohut argued that it is important to understand basic values because
public understanding of nuclear issues has tended to be low while the emotionalism could  be
high.  “Concern about nuclear war,” Kohut observed, “ is a latent force in public opinion that can
become manifest and intensify faster than most other issues” as circumstances change.29  The
public, Kohut concluded, has been receptive to nuclear arms control proposals except those that
imply loss of military advantage or reliance on the trustworthiness of the Soviet Union.  While
the public has been generally pessimistic about the likelihood of meaningful arms reductions (it
could not conceive of a world rid of nuclear weapons), over the decades, it has supported mutual
constraints, especially when the balance of power is perceived to be in America’s favor or when
there is parity with Moscow.

Large segments of the American public have come to accept the thesis that meaningful
nuclear arms reductions are possible.  At the same time, there appears continuing skepticism that
complete nuclear abolition is possible nor on the complete disappearance of nuclear threats.  In a
poll conducted in May 1999 on American attitudes toward the 21st century, the Pew Research
Center for the People & the Press found that more than one-third of those polled said that the
U.S. would most likely be involved in a nuclear war within the next fifty years.30  In October
1999, when the Senate rejected the CTBT, another poll by the Pew Research Center found that,
while most Americans were not familiar with the details of the debate, a strong majority
registered the importance of knowing what the attitude of presidential candidates was toward the
treaty.  In fact, this question ranked on a par with concerns whether U.S. troops should get
involved in internal conflicts and was second only to the question of how to provide health
insurance to the uninsured.31  Our overall assessment, however, of public attitudes today is
somewhat limited by the lack of a comparable comprehensive assessment to that conducted by
Gallup in 1987.

No study has been done to date attempting to trace the links between the evolution of
American attitudes toward nuclear weapons and the successive domestic debates on the various
arms control agreements.  When one turns to the broader studies of American attitudes toward
social issues, however, one finds authorities such as Eugene Rostow, former dean of the Yale
Law School and a high-ranking American official in a number of administrations, arguing:

“American statesmen, like most of their fellow citizens, are possessed by one of the strongest
passions of the American culture, its commitment to the role of law in the social process.  We are
people of the Book.  At the deepest level, we believe—correctly—that peace is the highest and most
vital security interest of the United States.  And we have learned from our history with peculiar
vividness that the notion of peace is a legal concept which can be summed up in the much-abused
phrase ‘the rule of law’.”32

                                                          
29 Kohut, Andrew, “Stability and Change in Opinions About Nuclear Weapons Policy, 1945-1987”, appendix in the
Aspen Strategy Group Report, Deep Cuts and the Future of Nuclear Deterrence (The Aspen Institute, 1989), p. 46.
30 The Pew Research Center. Americans Look to the 21st Century Optimism Reigns, Technology Plays Key Role,
http://www.people-press.org/mill2rpt.htm, December 11, 2000.
31 The Pew Research Center. Senate test ban Vote Little Noticed, Less Understood, http://www.people-
press.org/test99rpt.htm, December 11, 2000.
32 Rostow, Eugene, Toward Managed Peace (Yale University, 1993), p. 6.
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Rostow goes on to cite the aphorism, “No cops, no law.  No law, no peace.”  One is back
at the point discussed earlier, namely, how to reconcile American security in the nuclear age with
the lack of an effective international enforcement mechanism.  The answer of course is the
history recited earlier, namely, American retention of an assured nuclear retaliatory capability
imbedded in an arms control process, which attempts to stabilize the nuclear competition.  The
political process followed to arrive at this point involves the advice and consent of the Congress
on a number of successive occasions when nuclear arms control treaties have been submitted.
Over time this has helped shaped public expectations of the possibilities and limits of arms
control, and arguably has strengthened domestic support for a trajectory in the direction of an
international society governed by international law, not simply by force – with enforcement
mechanisms adapted to the circumstances of the times.

Building barriers to reversibility.  All of the nuclear arms control agreements discussed in
this case study technically are reversible in at least two senses.  First, they contain legal
mechanisms for withdrawal.  And second, the public debate surrounding their ratification
typically involves a political consensus which demands the prospect of effective American
military responses if the Russians cheat in a militarily significant way or suddenly terminate the
treaty and undertake an arms buildup.  That said, the longer a treaty remains in effect, the more
difficult politically it is to terminate the treaty.  Treaties outlast not only particular governments
(e.g., one negotiated with leaders long since dead), but also can outlast a political system.

It is in this area of reversibility that some of the most fundamental tensions come into
play.  How can a treaty be adjusted to reflect changing circumstances?  Again, there are technical
mechanisms for amending or re-negotiating treaties.  Politically, however, it may prove far more
difficult to amend a treaty to adapt to changed circumstances.  That brings into sharp relief one
of the major underlying questions in this discussion of arms control as a process.   Which of the
aspects of process discussed in this section are strengths and which are weaknesses of more
traditional arms control compared to other approaches to preventive threat reduction?  At least
from the point of view of traditional arms control, one cannot answer this question sensibly in
the abstract.  Answers emerge only within the specific circumstances and political objectives of a
particular time.  What were strengths during the Cold War (e.g., the slow pace of traditional
treaty negotiations, which provided time for the parties to assess the implications of potential
next steps and helped to build up a body of shared concepts) may appear today as weaknesses
and vice versa, (e.g., the high timeliness of unilateral actions, which can respond rapidly to new
threats but which may well be only one-shot actions and whose ultimate implementation may be
difficult to verify.)

This case study does not attempt a detailed, point-by-point assessment of the strengths
and weaknesses for the near term of each area of nuclear arms control, for the simple reason that
any such assessment must be done against the backdrop of U.S. nuclear policy which itself is
about to undergo a major review.  Congress has mandated a new nuclear posture review to be
completed in time to report by December 2001, concurrent with the quadrennial defense review
report.  In fact, ‘nuclear posture review’ is too narrow a phrase to capture the specific issues that
Congress directed for the study, including among others a review of the relationship among
United States nuclear deterrence policy, targeting strategy, and arms control objectives.
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Achievements of nuclear arms control.  Has U.S.-Russian nuclear arms control reduced
the risks and consequences of nuclear war over the course of the past half-century?  Has it
promoted arms race and crisis stability?  International stability?  Has it reduced the risks from
nuclear testing?  Has it reduced the costs of nuclear postures?  If one looks at the various treaties
in the circumstances of their time and from a fairly short-term perspective, strong arguments can
be made favorably in most if not all of these areas.  Certainly many U.S. officials who at the time
responsible for decisions on how to proceed, and the U.S. public at large, often answered the
broad, sweeping questions affirmatively.  The edifice of arms control agreements was built up
step-by-step, gradually and piecemeal, proceeding along paths where agreement seemed
possible, always trying to set the stage for the next level of agreement.  It was this slow,
methodical agenda, which gave two nuclear-armed enemies a common ground for discussing
modest moves to lessen the dangers they wanted to avoid.  In that sense, arms control helped
contain a dangerous competition until underlying political realities could begin to change.  One
of the attractions of the arms control process during the Cold War was precisely the very
slowness of its unfolding, easing the way to ultimate acceptance of a changed nuclear
relationship, with steps that sometimes seemed so small as to require no agonizing policy
decisions.

By the early 1990s, the Cold War was over and a new phase had begun.  Arms control
was widely touted as a mechanism for helping ease the transition to a post-Cold War world, a
world in which the United States and Russia were neither enemies nor friends (in the sense, say,
of America’s ties to Britain), but ‘partners’ whose interests often diverged.  Hedging against
uncertain Russian political and nuclear futures became a centerpiece of American nuclear
strategy.  Opportunities for engagement with Russia outside the traditional arms control
framework greatly expanded and arms control no longer was the central focus of U.S.-Russian
summits.  In the absence of the clear and compelling dangers that characterized the earlier
nuclear relationship, arms control lost much of its momentum.

5.  Alternative Approaches

That is one way to view the arms control story over the past half-century.  Another way is
to consider alternative histories.  What, for instance, would the results have been if the early
nuclear testing treaties – LTBT and TTBT/PNET – had not been signed?  Recall that a nuclear
testing moratorium was in place prior to signature of the LTBT.  The Soviet Union ended that
moratorium in 1961 and resumed testing, but the moratorium had been observed from 1958.
One can speculate that if history had developed differently – if the French had not tested their
first nuclear device in 1960, if the U.S. U-2 had not been shot down over the Soviet Union, if the
Sino-Soviet dispute was not intensifying, if Khrushchev had not faced internal dissension within
the Communist Party hierarchy, if international public pressure against testing had been even
stronger—the Soviets might have continued to observe the moratorium.  The declassified record
leaves no doubt that President Kennedy resumed nuclear testing with the greatest reluctance.
And recall that Washington (and apparently Moscow) complied with the TTBT and PNET for a
long period prior to final entry into force.  Might such compliance with testing limitations have
been achieved by means other than formal arms control? Conversely, in a better political
environment between Washington and Moscow could arms control have had an even greater role
in helping to stabilize an evolving nuclear relationship?  This question can be raised and debated
but it cannot be resolved.
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What about applying the alternative history approach to the strategic force competition?
Most scholars agree that each side had its own security reasons for emphasizing and pursuing
different types of nuclear forces, but that a strong element of action-reaction, measure-
countermeasure fueled the competition.  Could the competition have stabilized itself without
formal arms control?  Here, too, however, the issue arises as to whether in a still competitive but
less politically confrontational relationship, the potential role for arms control could have been
greater not less?

What is the bottom line?  Even if Stalin had died prior to 1953, the new Soviet leadership
likely would have undergone a long sorting out process during which the arms race would have
proceeded.  It is unlikely that the Soviet military would have become any more transparent to the
West.  Given the fundamentally diverging interests between the two sides and the pace at which
technologies proceeded – nuclear weapons developments, the advent of the ballistic missile,
placing systems in space for military purposes, etc. – it is difficult to construct an alternative
history in which something other than the slow, step-by-step arms control process would have
slowed the momentum of the offensive and defensive arms race.  Arms control thus seems to
have been important in this regard.

6.  Concluding Observations

In the spring of 1961, John McCoy sent a memorandum to President John Kennedy,
explaining why he thought pursuit of a nuclear test ban treaty was worthwhile despite the
obstacles and potential risks.  As McCoy put it, 

“By establishing an international legal order, to which nations would be asked and expected to join, it [a
test ban regime] will tend to restrain the present non-nuclear powers from obtaining nuclear capabilities.
The test ban agreement is certainly not sufficient in itself to prevent the spreading of nuclear capabilities.
It will have to be followed by the negotiation of other measures.  If the present nuclear powers are engaged
in nuclear weapons testing, the possibility of effective agreements restricting the spread of nuclear
weapons capabilities will have been severely limited.”33

McCoy’s insight on the test ban treaty apples more broadly to the entire record of U.S.-
Russian nuclear arms control.  The value for international peace and security of any single
formal nuclear arms control treaty – or in the framework taken as a whole – in the long term
resides less in the particulars of the treaties and more in the interaction of the treaty process with
a wider political milieu, and in the precedents which treaties are taken to represent. 

Moreover, formal nuclear arms control should not be seen in competition with military
strategy (an insight which dates to the 1960s) or with other forms of preventive threat reduction,
but as part of an integrated strategic approach to managing international peace and security
issues.  This is perhaps the central lesson to apply to the future. 

                                                          
33 Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961-1963, Volume VII, Arms Control and Disarmament, p. 16.
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C.  Treaties and CSBMs – The European Experience34

1.  Introduction 

The Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBMs), including the Helsinki Final
Act, the Stockholm Document and the Vienna Documents (VDoc), and the Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) and its Agreement on Adaptation35 have played an essential role
in preventive threat reduction by helping to break down the divisions of the Cold War, while also
introducing an arena of cooperation, trust, stability, and balance in a new world order.  This case
study of non-nuclear arms control treaties and CSBMs as a preventive threat reduction measure
first sets out some background on the overall CSBMs/CFE process.  It then assesses the
substance and process of first CSBMs, then CFE.  In so doing, it makes use of the goals and
objectives pursued in each of these areas as a means to operationally the substantive measures of
effectiveness of Section II.  At the same time, its assessment draws explicitly on the process
standards also set out there.  Alternative approaches and lessons learned are highlighted.  By way
of conclusion, the discussion summarizes some lessons from the CFE and European CSBMs
process for preventive threat reduction.
 

a.  Historical Background: From Helsinki ’75 to CFE ‘90

The Cold War produced East-West
divisions in Europe militarily, politically, and
economically.  In an attempt to bridge the
divisions, President Richard Nixon and General
Secretary Leonid Brazened to hold separate
military and political negotiations regarding
conventional force reductions and confidence
building measures reached a compromise at the
1972 Summit.  These negotiations were carried
out in the Conference for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in Helsinki and
the Mutual Balanced Force Reductions in Europe 

(MBFR) talks.  
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representatives f
Atlantic Treaty 
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The CSCE consisted of delegates from 35 nations and addressed the political
 the MBFR talks were to negotiate actual force reductions and consisted of
rom the two alliances: the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) and the North
Organization (NATO).  The multilateral CSCE negotiations set the stage for
the confidence building measures (CSBMs), while the bilateral MBFR talks,
 existence, paved the way for the future CFE Treaty.  

sinki Final Act 1975.  What came to be known as the Helsinki Process was an
tiation process that developed the CSBMs framework and initiated negotiations
 meetings.  After two years of negotiations, the 35 CSCE nations signed the
                            
red by Kristie Ralston, Analyst, Science Applications International Corporation.
traints, the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Biological Weapons Convention have been
 analysis.



“Motivated by the political will, in the interest of
peoples, to improve and intensify their relations and to

contribute in Europe to peace, security, justice and
cooperation as well as to rapprochement among
themselves and with the other States of the world,

determined, in consequence, to give full effect to the
results of the Conference and to assure, among their

States and throughout Europe, the benefits deriving from
those results and thus to broaden, deepen and make

continuing and lasting the process of détente.”
--Helsinki Final Act 1975
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Helsinki Final Act that consisted of "three baskets" of confidence building measures which
included security in Europe; science, technology, and the environment; and human rights issues.
Built into this confidence building measure was the requirement for all 35 CSCE participating
States to give a 21-day advance notice to all other nations of any military exercise involving
more than 25,000 troops.  The provisions also included voluntary notification of smaller
exercises, notification of large-scale troop movements on an annual calendar, and a voluntary
invitation of observers to witness military maneuvers.  

The CSCE’s politically binding
decisions were by consensus, which gave
nations considerable flexibility in a process
of equality between sovereign and
independent States.  At this point in history,
the CSCE had no institutional structure, so
getting to an end kept the process and
negotiations going. The CSCE continued to
conduct negotiations and participated in
“follow up meetings” after the signing of
the Helsinki Final Act.  

During this
not as successful a
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g States recalled that the aim of the
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 time, the MBFR negotiations were also occurring.  These negotiations were
s the CSCE negotiations and were plagued by disputes over reduction issues
or example, NATO wanted asymmetric reductions to achieve a balance in
 WTO wanted equal reductions, which the U.S. found unfair due to the

 force advantage of the WTO.  Debate also ensued over equal force reductions
es that would lead to parity.  The major area of contention resulted over
iet data exchanged and the lack of the appropriate verification regimes to

the discrepancies.  The negotiations further stalled due to the NATO decision
rmediate-range nuclear weapons in Europe, as well as the Soviet Union's
istan. 

In September 1983, after three
years of negotiations, the Madrid Mandate
established the Stockholm Conference on
Confidence and Security Building
Measures, which promoted more extensive
measures of stability and security in
Europe than the Helsinki Final Act.  This
meeting initiated new negotiations on
additional confidence and now security
building measures, including reducing
conventional armaments in Europe and
developing future confidence and security 

Figure 3-6



“The participating States recognized that the set of
mutually complementary confidence- and security-

Building measures which are adopted in the present
Document and which are in accordance with the Madrid

Mandate serve by their scope and nature and by their
implementation to strengthen confidence and security in
Europe and thus to give effect and expression to the duty

of States to refrain from the threat or use of force.”
--Stockholm Document 1986

building treaties. Importance was now also placed upon verification.  The Madrid
meeting was also significant since it defined the area of application as extending from the
Atlantic Ocean to the Ural Mountains, including the Soviet Union.      

The Stockholm Document
1986. The participating States agreed to
the Stockholm Document in 1986,
whose CSBMs included for the first
time provisions of verification through
compulsory inspections on the
territories of other parties (with no right
of refusal), mandatory submission of an
annual calendar listing large scale 
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ere subject to notification, mandatory notification with 42 days notice of
ing 13,000 or more troops, and the mandatory invitation of observers to
s involving more than 17,000 troops. 36 

 the Adaptation Agreement, and the Vienna Documents.  In the
ement to the Stockholm Document, prospects for negotiations reducing
 in Europe improved.  New General Secretary Gorbachev noted the
 Soviet conventional armaments and agreed to take a larger share of the
osed discussion of phased reductions of the conventional armed forces in
ity provisions.  In 1987, negotiators started to develop treaty guidelines.
d technical discussions would continue for almost two years.

 Secretary Gorbachev made a unilateral declaration at the United
 tank divisions (totaling 50,000 men) from Central Europe.  This
 that the Soviet Union was moving towards accepting the establishment
ymmetrically reduce the build up of conventional armaments and
ly, in early 1989, the WTO and NATO developed the treaty negotiating
andate for Negotiation on Conventional Armed Forces in would prevent
 nation or a group of nations from having the capability of launching a
tional borders, asymmetrically reduce the military hardware to produce
, and develop an intrusive verification regime.  This mandate also ended
 MBFR talks.  Concurrently, the Stockholm Document was producing
nd increasing levels of cooperation.  Observers and inspectors were
nships and exhibiting more of a willingness to answer questions,
nd inspection schedules, and continuing to provide access to troops and

erall context, the international security environment was undergoing
 East Germans revolted in late 1989, the communist government of the
ublic collapsed, and the Berlin Wall ceased to exist.  Additional

curring in Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and Romania. 
            
e inspections,” these compulsory inspections were regarded at the time as being in
nspections.



This was followed in 1990 by the unification of Germany.  At this time, Chancellor Kohl
pledged in the Declaration by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany on the
Personnel Strength of German Armed Forces, to cut its troop strength by 370,000 by the third or
fourth year after a CFE Treaty entered into force (EIF).  (This commitment was to be included in
a separate, politically binding document entitled the CFE 1A Concluding Act).

Regardless of the upheaval in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, the bloc-to-bloc
"dualism" that initially characterized the treaty negotiations remained, but the alliances of NATO
and the WTO would be referred to as the "group of States Parties."  Much of the end game
negotiation was on a bilateral basis between the U.S. and Russia.  Consequently, many European
States felt that too many important decisions were being developed that excluded multilateral
participation.  

In the meantime, further CSCE CSBM negotiations were also underway.  The Vienna
Document 1990 was adopted on November 17, 1990 and incorporated the Stockholm Document
of 1986.  It added measures of increased transparency of military activities and forces, improved
a network of communications, set up the system of military to military contacts, and stipulated a
new level of verification with on site inspections.  (The VDoc 1990 entered into force on January
1, 1991).  

On November 19, 1990, the leaders of 22 nations signed the CFE Treaty.  The CFE
Treaty set ceilings with national and territorial limits in the area of covered by the Treaty on five
categories of essential armaments necessary for conducting a large scale offensive or a surprise
attack; developed the "sufficiency rule" that set a national limit of one third of Group Treaty
Limited Equipment (TLE) to avoid a build up in any one area; developed Flank Zones with TLE
ceilings; produced a detailed information exchange on TLE holdings; developed the Joint
Consultative Group (JCG) as a multilateral forum for discussions; and set up a verification and
compliance regime that included on site inspections, monitoring of equipment destruction, and
data exchanges.    

The Paris CSCE Conference also resulted in the signing of the Charter of Paris for a New
Europe.  The Charter of Paris codified statements on democratic values, human rights, and the
rule of law for all European people and States.  The nations then agreed to strengthen the
institutions of the CSCE and established the CSCE Secretariat in Prague, the CSCE Conflict

Prevention Center in
Vienna, and the CSCE
Election Monitoring
Office in Warsaw. 

b.  A New Security
Environment: 1990 and
Beyond

Due to the new
security environment in
Europe, the States Parties
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“Striving to replace military confrontation with a new pattern of
security relations among all the States Parties based on peaceful
cooperation and thereby to contribute to overcoming the division of
Europe,…Committed to the objectives of establishing a secure and
stable balance of conventional armed forces in Europe at lower
levels than heretofore, of eliminating disparities prejudicial to
stability and security and of eliminating, as a matter of high
priority, the capability for launching surprise attack and for
initiating large-scale offensive action in Europe…Committed to the
objective of ensuring that the numbers of conventional armaments
and equipment limited by the Treaty within the area of application
of this Treaty do not exceed 40,000 battle tanks, 60,000 armoured
combat vehicles, 40,000 pieces of artillery, 13,600 combat aircraft,
4,000 attack helicopters,

Affirming that this Treaty is not intended to affect adversely the
security interests of any State.”
III-31
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to the CFE Treaty knew that additional agreements and political commitments would need to be
developed in order for the treaty to function properly.  This was resolved through Article XXI
that provided for a Review Conference 46 months after entry into force.  In the short term,
problems that had to be addressed prior to the CFE Treaty’s entry into force included: the Soviet
Union's dubious and underestimated data exchanges, the Baltic States not wanting to become
States Parties of the Treaty, and the role of the new States regarding Treaty provisions.  These
issues, occurring after Treaty signature, were later attached to the CFE Treaty. 

For example, in June 1991, the politically binding Article III Agreement dealt with a
number of issues related to Soviet decisions to reassign ground forces and combat aircraft from
air and air defense to the navy and to move 57,000 pieces of equipment east of the Urals (outside
the area of covered by the agreement).  Similarly, the Baltic Understanding was developed in
October 1991 to address the fact that the Baltic States did not want to be States Parties of the
CFE Treaty and the impact of Soviet TLE in this territory.  In turn, other changes in the Soviet
Union were later handled by the Tashkent Agreement, which included the eight former Soviet
Union States (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Russia, and
Ukraine) and gave each State the responsibility of taking over former USSR implementation
activities and the task of dividing former Soviet TLE between themselves.  The 1992 Final
Document of the Extraordinary Conference of the States Parties to the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe (the Oslo Final Document) formally took note of the Tashkent
Agreement.

Going beyond these actions to “tidy up” the CFE Treaty after the Soviet breakup, Article
XVII of the CFE Treaty had called for additional negotiations with the objective of additional
measures to strengthen security and stability and produce limitations to reduce military
manpower.  These negotiations resulted in the CFE 1A Concluding Act.  CFE 1A was a
politically binding agreement implemented in July 1992 that produced a ceiling on each State
Parties' military personnel in the area of application of the agreement.  Each State Party
determined its own ceiling and the levels were not subject to negotiation, but were open to
discussions.  CFE 1A also called for a detailed exchange of information on military manpower of
the participating States Parties and required notification of the call up of reserves,
resubordination of units, and significant increases in unit strength.  

It is additionally important to note that throughout the initial days of the Treaty, the
information exchange was also occurring.  Moreover, after the CFE Treaty entered into force in
November 1992, the States Parties underwent three Treaty mandated distinct reduction phases.
These reductions occurred under a multi-layered verification system of on site inspection
(reduction, challenge, declared site and certification inspections). A number of implementation
issues arose, concerning, e.g., excess Russian equipment in the Treaty’s flank zones, as well as
incomplete reductions by NIS countries and by Russia.  In some instances, these problems
reflected the post Cold War situation, in others, economic constraints.

During this chaotic period, negotiations in the CSCE led to VDoc 1992, which added
measures to increase transparency and placed additional constraints on military activities and
forces.  VDoc 92 also expanded its area of application to include the successor States of the
Soviet Union.  It entered into force on May 1, 1992.  In a continuing process, additional CSBMs
were incorporated into VDoc 94, including additional information on defense planning, measure



to increase military cooperation and further established the communications network.  VDoc 94
mandated the Forum for Security and Cooperation (FSC) to serve as the forum for the Annual
Implementation Assessment Meetings for VDoc 94 and also assigned the FSC to replace the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council as the forum for discussing security, disarmament, and
political issues.  In 1994, the FSC adopted the Global Exchange of Military Information and the
Principles Governing Non-Proliferation.  The FSC expanded its agenda by focusing on
furthering CSBM regimes, developing a framework for arms control, and improving stability and
security in the CSCE arena.        

Recognizing changed realities, the CFE States Parties agreed to initiate the process of
adapting the Treaty at the CFE Vienna Review Conference in May 1996.  As an initial step, the
Vienna Review Conference developed the Flank Document Agreement, which resolved Russian
and Ukrainian concerns.  Subject to Senate ratification, it provided for the realignment of the
flank zones; the exclusion of certain territories from the flank region; the placement of
restrictions on areas removed from the flank zones to prevent a build up of TLE; and increased
data and inspection requirements.  Russia also was granted additional time for flank reductions. 

                               
Continuing the process, at

the CSCE, now the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE), Lisbon Summit in
December 1996, the States Parties
developed and finalized the "scope
and parameters" document to adapt
the Treaty to meet the needs of the
changing political and security
environment in Europe and to
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"By the end of the 40 month reduction period prescribed by
the Treaty, the 30 CFE States Parties completed and verified
by inspection the destruction or conversion to other uses of
more than 50,000 battle tanks, armored combat vehicles,
artillery pieces, combat aircraft and attack helicopters as

required by the Treaty.  In addition, the States Parties
conducted and accepted some 2,300 intrusive on site

inspections.  Notwithstanding the historic changes in Europe's
geopolitical landscape since 1990, the Treaty continues to

foster the goals of its mandate, and remains in the best
interest of all States Parties."

--1996 OSCE Delegation
 eliminate the anachronistic bloc to 

structure.  The issue of NATO expansion also needed to be addressed, both to allay Russian
 of a massive eastward shift of NATO and to ensure that old and new NATO allies could
fer the right among each other to hold specific amounts of TLE. 

The Adaptation Talks continued for nearly three years.  Despite the problems with CFE
liance, Adaptation Talks continued because the United States and other NATO countries

did not want to jeopardize
the Talks’ progress.
Similarly, though Russia
had suspended ties with
NATO due to the NATO
air campaign against
Yugoslavia, it did agree to
the political document that
set the stage for the final
revised Treaty.  In turn,
during the final stages of
“Affirming that this Treaty is not intended to affect adversely the
security interests of any State,…Having taken note of the Final Act of
the Conference of the States Parties to the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe held in Istanbul from 17 to 19 November 1999,
as well as of the statements made by certain States Parties concerning
their political commitments referred to therein…Affirming their
commitment to continue the conventional arms control process
including negotiations, taking into account the opening of the Treaty for
accession by other participating States of the Organization for Security
and Co-operation in Europe with territory in the geographic area
between the Atlantic Ocean and the Urals Mountains as well as future
requirements for European stability and security in the light of political
developments in Europe.”

--CFE Adaptation Agreement 1999
Figure 3-9
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“The participating States recalled that the aim of the
Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building

Measures and Disarmament in Europe is, as a substantial
and integral part of the multilateral process initiated by
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe,

to undertake, in stages, new, effective and concrete actions
designed to make progress in strengthening confidence

and security and in achieving disarmament, so as to give
effect and expression to the duty of States to refrain from
the threat or use of force in their mutual relations as well

as in their international relations in general.”
--Vienna Document 1999

Treaty Adaptation Talks, the Russian military activities in Chechnya were a major area of
contention.  Russia justified deployments in the North Caucasus in excess of its TLE limits
through the “supreme interest” clause in the CFE Treaty and declared its Treaty violations to be
responses to the prior terrorist acts by the Chechen rebels in Moscow.  In response, the United
States noted that it would not seek ratification of the Adaptation Agreement until Russia had
reduced its forces in the region and sought a constructive dialogue to remedy the situation with
the Chechen rebels.  Despite this political turbulence, the 30 States Parties signed the Agreement
on Adaptation of the CFE Treaty at the OSCE Summit of Heads of State or Government in
Istanbul, Turkey on November 19, 1999.  

The greatest change to the 1990 CFE Treaty included the new structure of limitations that
replaced the prior bloc-to-bloc structure with national and territorial ceilings.  This new structure
of limitations will reinforce the territorial sovereignty of the States Parties by setting the limits
on a state-to-state basis.  The new structure will also eliminate the requirement for new NATO
allies to coordinate equipment levels with the former WTO, while also retaining special
restrictions on forces in the Treaty’s flank region.  The Adaptation Agreement also built upon the
intrusive verification regime by adding additional measures for verification and information
exchange and it increased the mandatory on site quota requirements.  Additional provisions
included host nation consent to the presence of foreign troops and an accession clause that opens
the regime to other European States.  Host nation consent also required notification to all other
States Parties when consent to station foreign troops had been granted. 

The States Parties also adopted the CFE Final Act, which was a set of political
commitments attached to the Adaptation Agreement.  In particular, Russia reaffirmed its
commitment on November 1, 1999 to fulfill its Treaty obligations that included dealing with the
equipment levels in the flank region and reaffirming restraint in future deployments.  The Final
Act also contains Russia’s commitment to withdraw forces from the territories in Moldova and
Georgia and other States Parties’ commitment to maintaining current CFE Territorial Ceilings
and in many cases, reducing these limits.  Currently, the Adaptation Agreement is awaiting
ratification and Russia has started to withdraw troops from Georgia and Moldova, but is seeking
funding from other States Parties to aid in this process.  After EIF, the Adaptation Agreement
will be reviewed after 46 months and at 5-year intervals thereafter.  The States Parties will
continue to meet to review Treaty operations, with the option of altering national and territorial
ceiling levels.

Seeking further transparency,
an improved version of VDoc 94,
VDoc 99 was adopted at the 269th

Plenary Meeting of the Forum for
Security and Cooperation of the OSCE
on November 16, 1999 after three years
of negotiations.  VDoc 99 built upon its
predecessors by including new
provisions in the Chapter on
Observation of Certain Military
Activities and by adding specific
limitations to the artillery pieces under

the Constraining Provisions.  In addition, VDoc 99 contains a new chapter on Regional Security
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The goals and objectives of the CSBMs
include:

• Objective 1: Increase openness and
transparency of conventional
military forces.

• Objective 2: Reduce the danger of
miscalculation and misinformation.

• Objective 3: Provide a framework to
exchange information.

• Objective 4: Promote cooperation
among adversaries.

• Objective 5: Reduce the possibility
of a surprise attack.

• Objective 6: Establish an
international norm of behavior.

• Objective 7: Set the stage for future
threat reduction efforts.

that encourages participating States to address regional security issues on a bilateral and
multilateral basis by voluntarily entering into legally or politically binding agreements that
complement OSCE-wide CSBMs and meet the regional needs.  VDoc 99 entered into force on
January 1, 2000.

2.  CSBMs- – Assessing Substance and Process

The CSCE/OSCE CSBMs process pursued a
broad set of objectives (see left). Many of these
objectives, directly track with the substantive measures of
effectiveness for evaluating preventive threat reduction
outcomes set out in the preceding section.  In pursuit of
these objectives, the CSCE/OSCE CSBMs process has
built upon measures of the past and successfully adapted
to changes in the security environment.  Indeed, as
highlighted by the following table, a steady process of
development occurred both substantively and in terms of
the basic characteristics of CSBMs.
 

The Helsinki Final Act was the “first generation”
of CSBMs.37 Its provisions, although significant for their
period in history, lacked clear understanding and
definition.  It also would have been unimaginable during 

the Helsinki Process to try to negotiate the level of intrusiveness and verification present
in the current CSBM regimes.  At that point in history, the timing was not ripe for more intrusive
instruments, since cooperative avenues and relationships had not been fully developed.  

Comparison/Growth Chart of CSBMs

                                                          
37 This distinction among generations of CSBMs is an OSCE term.

Helsinki 75 Stockholm 86 VDoc 90 VDoc 92 VDoc 94 VDoc 99

Verification N/A -3 Inspections -3 Inspections
-Evaluation Visits

-3 Inspections
-Evaluation Visits

-3 Inspections
-Evaluation Visits

-3 Inspections
-Evaluation Visits

Annual
Information
Exchange

N/A  N/A -Military Forces
-Deployment of New
Weapons Systems
-Budgets

-Military Forces
-Data on Weapons
Exchange
-Deployment
-Budget

-Military Forces
-Data on Weapons
Exchange
-Deployment
-Budget

-Military Forces
-Data on Weapons
Exchange
-Deployment
-Budget

Observation Voluntary 17,000 Troops
5,000 troops in
Airborne or
Amphibious
Exercise

17,000 Troops
5,000 troops in
Airborne/
Amphibious Exercise

13,000 Troops, or 300
Tanks and 3,500
Troops in Airborne or
Amphibious Exercise

13,000 Troops, or 300
Tanks and 3,500
Troops in Airborne/
Amphibious/ Heliborne
Exercise

13,000 Troops, or 300
Tanks and 3,500 Troops
in Airborne/
Amphibious/
Heliborne Exercise

Prior
Notification

21
Days/25,000
Troops

42 Days/13,000
Troops or 300
Tanks

42 Days/13,000
Troops or 300 Tanks
and
3,000Amphibious/Air
-borne Troops

42 Days /9,000
Troops, or 250 Tanks,
and 3,000
Amphibious/Airborne
Troops

42 Days/9,000 Troops
or 250 Tanks, or 500
ACVs, or 250
Artillery, and 3,000
Amphibious/ Heliborne
or Airborne Troops

42 Days/9,000 Troops
or 250 Tanks, or 500
ACVs, or 250 Artillery,
and 3,000
Amphibious/ Heliborne/
Airborne Troops

Risk Reduction N/A N/A Cooperation in an
Event or
Unusual/Hazardous
Military Activity

Cooperation in an
Event or
Unusual/Hazardous
Military Activity

Cooperation in an
Event or
Unusual/Hazardous
Military Activity

Cooperation in an Event
or Unusual/Hazardous
Military Activity
Mechanisms for
Consultations

Implementation
Meeting

N/A N/A Held Each Year Held Each Year Held Each Year Held Each Year

Figure 3-12
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“In the view of all delegations, the Vienna
Document continued to be a useful and unique

document which had significantly contributed to
building security and transparency throughout

Europe.
Although its confidence and security building

measures were originally conceived under a very
different security situation and were meant to

defuse possible tensions between opposing
military alliances, the discussion showed

complete consensus that it had maintained its role
and continued to contribute to stability and

security in Europe by ensuring openness and
transparency.”

--OSCE Implementation Review of Vienna
Document, September 27, 1999

The Stockholm Document was the “second generation” of CSBMs.  Not only did it add
new CSBMs, but also, even more importantly, it recognized the principle of verification of
compliance.  This was the first international agreement that the Soviet Union accepted that
included inspection with no right of refusal by other States Parties on its territory.  The
Stockholm Document also stated that the area of application extended from the Atlantic to the
Ural Mountains, including the Soviet Union.  

The Vienna Documents are the “third
generation” of CSBMs.  Here, too, an
evolutionary process has occurred to update
the prior CSBMs to the new security
environment and to add more extensive
mechanisms for increased transparency,
openness, and cooperation.  In the growth of
the “third generation” of CSBMs, the scope
of the verification measures and information
exchanges were broadened, additional
measures and thresholds were enlarged for
the notification and observation provisions,
and regional initiatives, constraining
provisions, and military contacts were
established.  Taken together, a 25-year 

process emerged.  The CSBMs have built upon each other and used events in history to
widen the goals and objectives of the agreements.  At the core of this process, have been both
constant improvement and the emergence of the OSCE as an institution.  As the time became
“ripe,” advances proved possible in this continuing process.   

2-1.  Progress Report — CSBMs

How effective has the CSBMs process been in meeting its goals and objectives as well as
in terms of the measures of effectiveness set out in Section II? The Helsinki Final Act and the
Helsinki Process were important mechanisms for enhancing security and stability in Europe –
and in turn, therefore, the security of the United States -- given that they engaged the Soviet
Union in confidence building processes during the Cold War and introduced the basic principles
for interaction.  These principles included sovereign equality and respect for sovereign rights,
refraining from threats or use of force, territorial integrity, cooperation among States, and the
fulfillment of obligations in good faith under international law.  Over time, cooperation gradually
developed and the participating States had an arena for political dialogue.

With the 1986 Stockholm Document, as noted above, a significant expansion of the
verification and transparency provisions of this CSBMs process began.  Through the details of
these measures, the role of CSBMs as a means to increase security and stability was enhanced.
They contributed as well to a more general increase in transparency, helping to reduce
uncertainties among the parties.  In particular, the participating States, by conducting inspections

Figure 3-14
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and performing evaluation visits developed a better idea as to the military capabilities and
equipment levels of other States.  Reflecting, this increased transparency and cooperation,
inspections have constantly increased since 1996.  In turn, both prior notifications and the
various constraints on military activities (e.g., on the size of exercises) are widely acknowledged
to have contributed to stability in a changing Europe.

In a variety of ways, the CSBMs process has since its inception served to strengthen the
habit of cooperation, provide reassurance and build trust.  VDoc 99 is illustrative.  Its Defense

Planning section provides
for the exchange of previous
expenditures and budget
information, and
relevant explanatory data.
Additional provisions define
clarification procedures, and
also encourage annual
discussion meetings, OSCE
military doctrine seminars,
and study visits.  Similarly,

                VDoc Compliance and Verification 1996-199938   VDoc 99’s chapter on
Observation of Certain Military Activities not only enhances transparency, but also can
strengthen the habit of cooperation by promoting the interaction between members of
participating States.  Other provisions have a comparable effect, such as the Annual
Implementation Assessment Meeting, whose purpose is to review the implementation record of
current CSBMs, discuss lessons learned, and develop the procedures to follow for the following
year.  With the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Vienna Process evolved as well to help manage
the strategic transformation then underway.  As noted earlier, new CSBMs were negotiated,
while the OSCE provided a forum for discussion among the participating States.  Its contribution
to increased transparency was particularly important.

CSBMs in Europe have, as already suggested, played an important part in building norms
and setting desirable precedents.  In particular, the implementation of the first on-site inspections
under the Stockholm agreement paved the way for later use of on-site inspections in the INF
treaty and in other treaties.  From the broader arms control and preventive threat reduction
perspective, this precedent may have been one of the most important substantive payoffs of the
European CSBMs process.  In turn, those CSBMs set a precedent outside of Europe by
encouraging pursuit or at least study of possible CSBMs to enhance security and stability in
other regions, including South Asia, the Middle East, and Latin America.
 

Regarding the more process-related measures of effectiveness, the European CSBMs
process clearly proved sufficiently flexible and adaptable to change and expansion over time.  As
the political context evolved, it did so as well.  Indeed, once the process began, getting to a new
document became the way to keep an increasingly institutionalized process advancing.  At the
same time, this approach has been a time intensive process that required many years to reach
maturity.  As the process developed, moreover, it became increasingly institutionalized – one set

                                                          
38 Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). Annual Reports, 1996-1999.
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• Objective 1: Develop the Foundation of a New
European Security Order.

• Objective 2: Increase Stability and Security in Europe
by Reducing the Conventional Armaments to
Verifiable Levels.

• Objective 3: Eliminate Disparities and Reduce the
Capabilities of Launching a Large-Scale Surprise
Attack.

• Objective 4: Develop a Secure East/West Balance of
Forces in the Area of Application.

• Objective 5: Lower the Potential of Conflict in
Europe.

• Objective 6: Dissolve the Cold War Dividing Lines to
Address the Changing Security Environment.

• Objective 7: Ensure that the Adapted Treaty would
Permit Old and New NATO Allies to Transfer Among
Each Other the Right to Hold Specific Amounts of
Equipment.

of CSBMs led to the next. This increasingly institutionalized process became in turn steadily
more irreversible in fact, if not in legal status.  Increasing institutionalization also meant that
CSBMs once established proved highly insulated from political ups and downs in Europe.

As noted, verification and transparency measures became a CSBMs hallmark.
Nonetheless, these CSBMs remain challenging to implement.  Questions have arisen particularly
about the information exchange.  Accountability for noncompliance has used the review process
as a source of resolution.  This has been hampered somewhat by the fact that CSBMs are
politically binding agreements and lack legally binding status.  Even so, the participating States
have shown over many years their overall commitment to make the process an effective means to
enhance security and stability in Europe.  Also regarding implementation, participating States
have had to bear the costs.  This has proved extremely difficult for States in economic turmoil,
affecting compliance as well.

3.  CFE and the Adaptation Agreement - Assessing Substance and Process 

In pursuit of its goals and objectives, an initial characteristic of the CFE process was the
extent to which it built formally and informally on the MBFR talks.  Those talks had 
expounded the importance of verification, as well as actual force reductions.  Other lessons

learned from the MBFR years were
the importance of focusing on
armaments and equipment, as well as
the need for a detailed formal treaty to
ensure total understanding of the
process.  Informally, the negotiators
came to understand the complexities
of conventional force reductions.  In
effect, although actual CFE Treaty
negotiations were conducted in a
short timeframe, the Treaty was a
product of 17 years of negotiations in
a Cold War security environment.
When the timing was right, it was
possible fairly quickly to develop a
legally binding treaty.  
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 Treaty also built upon the growing trust in the CSBMs process.  With
s under the Stockholm Document, the principle of on-site inspections

nce grew.  That process fostered a pattern of confidence and trust.

rocess came to be characterized by a balance of formal and informal,
al agreements.  For example, the CFE’s political commitments rested

reaty and were added after signature.  Similarly, during the period from
er 1990 to its retroactive ratification by all of the parties as of July
ts, commitments, decisions, and statements were established.  These



include CFE 1A (July 1992), the Tashkent Agreement (May 1992), and the Oslo Final Document
(June 1992).  In effect, even before the Treaty was signed, the CFE negotiators knew that it
would need to be amended in order to properly address situations in the new security
environment and made provisions in the Treaty to do so. The approach, however, was to obtain a
signed Treaty and then resolve the problems after signature through additional political
commitments and/or supplementary agreements that would be attached to the Treaty or by
adapting the Treaty when the time was right.  This reflected the belief that signing the Treaty in
1990 was extremely important as a means to manage all of the upheaval occurring in the Former
Soviet bloc.  The Adaptation Agreement of the CFE Treaty was the logical culmination of this
approach.

One final characteristic is the fact that the core CFE Treaty is a legally binding Treaty.
Taken as a whole, the CFE Treaty contains 23 Articles, 8 Protocols, 2 Annexes to the Protocols,
and 5 politically or legally binding agreements.

3-1. CFE and the Adaptation Agreement - Progress Report    

How effective has the CFE Treaty been as a means to achieve its stated goals and
objectives? How well does it stand up in light of the measures of effectiveness discussed in
Section II?  Perhaps most important, there is widespread agreement that CFE provided an
essential legal framework to enhance security and stability in the post-Cold War transformation
of Europe.  Its successful implementation resulted in a fundamental restructuring of military
forces – with the elimination of large quantities of conventional military equipment (See table
below).  At the same time, the Treaty’s existence helped shape how Russia adapted its military
forces to changed circumstances and perceived new threats.  

Tanks Artillery ACVs Aircraft Helicopters Total
Western Group
July 1992 24,097 19,839 33,827 5,118 1,685 84,566
CFE
Ceiling

19,142 18,286 29, 822 6,662 2,000 75,912

November
1995

14,156 14,869 22,585 4,301 1,283 57,194

Eastern Group
July 1992 31,269 25,755 43,468 8,544 1,545 110,581
CFE
Ceiling

20,000 20,000 30,000 6,800 2,000 78,800

November
1995

19,061 18,455 28,764 5,873 1,466 73,619

Comparison of CFE Treaty Reductions by Group of States39

                                                          
39 Department of Defense. Office of Public Af
Under the CFE Treaty, 1996; Arms Control Re
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fairs, Defense Threat Reduction Agency. DTRA On Site Inspections
porter 407.A.11 (1993); Arms Control Reporter 407.B.533 (1996).
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One of the distinguishing features of the CFE Treaty is its provision for an extensive set
of verification measures. These measures are tied to the four periods of treaty implementation:
baseline validation, the reduction period, the residual level validation period, and the residual
period for ongoing confirmation of compliance.  These verification measures included five types
of inspections, from the declared site inspection to verify compliance with numerical limits to the
challenge inspection to monitor compliance in areas other than declared sites.  Under this
inspection regime, baseline inspections were completed in 1992, the three-year reduction period
ended in November 1995, residual validation inspections were completed in March 1996, and
declared site and challenge inspections will continue for Treaty duration.  As of September 2000,
the U.S. had conducted 220 inspections, 156 reduction inspections, hosted 97 escort missions,
and conducted 668 liaison missions.40  Taken together, these verification measures have provided
high confidence in the implementation of the CFE Treaty’s provisions while more broadly
serving transparency.   These measures have served, as well, to reinforce existing precedents
concerning the legitimacy of on-site inspections.

Again illustrative of the high degree of transparency fostered by the CFE, implementation
of the CFE Treaty has entailed extensive transfers of information among the state parties on
many aspects of their conventional military postures.  This has included transfers of information
on the structure of land forces and air and air defense forces in the Area of application, the
overall holdings of each category of TLE, objects of verification and declared sites, as well as
changes in organization structure.  Locations, numbers, and types of conventional armaments
and equipment in service and not in service with the conventional armed forces, the location of
sites where equipment has been withdrawn, equipment and armaments in transit, as well as entry
into and exit of TLE into the Area of application and entry into and removal from service of TLE
has been disclosed.  Along with the verification regime, these detailed exchanges have
strengthened cooperation and provided reassurance.  This has also contributed to enhancing
security and stability by increasing transparency and reducing the likelihood for misinformation
or miscalculation.  It also has set precedents that may yet prove valuable in other regions.

Broadly viewed, the Treaty has not adversely affected the military sufficiency of U.S.
conventional military capabilities.  In a more narrow sense, however, its impact on more specific
U.S. military options has begun to arise.  Since the CFE Treaty’s definitions were negotiated, the
United States’ technology and defense R&D have advanced.  As a result, there is concern in
some quarters today that CFE Treaty limits will constrain certain weapons system choices in
ways neither anticipated nor desired when the CFE Treaty was negotiated.  This includes
possible constraints, for instance, on deployments of unmanned aerial vehicles.

With regard to the more process-related measures of effectiveness, the CFE Treaty
process also proved sufficiently flexible and adaptable to help facilitate the end of the Cold War.
From the start, as noted, the negotiators envisaged Treaty political and legal add-ons to adapt the
treaty.  This flexibility was most evident in the Agreement on Adaptation, which modernizes the
CFE Treaty by dissolving the obsolete Cold War dividing lines that were inherent in the original
Treaty, while also addressing the current security environment regarding NATO expansion and
managing Russia’s security concerns regarding expansion.  Additionally, the Adaptation
                                                          
40 U.S. Department of Defense.  Office of Public Affairs, Defense Threat Reduction Agency. DTRA Arms Control
Inspections, September 2000.
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Agreement includes an accession clause that will allow other States in the Area of application to
accede to the Treaty.

Nonetheless, the CFE Treaty process was time intensive.  Although the CFE Treaty
ultimately was negotiated in two years, the Treaty was many years in the making.  Similarly, the
Adaptation Agreement took several years of intense talks.

As already noted, CFE included extensive verification provisions.  These provisions have
provided high confidence in the elimination of military equipment mandated by the treaty.  At
the same time, the legally binding status of CFE proved an important buttress in seeking Russian
compliance with the Treaty’s provisions.  This was so, for example, at the start during the
diplomatic exchanges that took place with Russia concerning the status of certain military units.
Further, the legally binding nature of the CFE Treaty’s initial obligations may have been
particularly important in the process of adapting it to post-Cold War realities.  That is, while
Russia had a number of reasons to seek to resolve its differences with other CFE States Parties,
first in the Flank Agreement and later in the Adaptation Agreement, the fact that it had accepted
prior legal obligations likely also played a role.

Despite the legally binding status of CFE, however, dealing with compliance issues has
often raised difficult choices.  At various times, Russia, Ukraine, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and
Belarus were all in noncompliance with the Treaty.  Nonetheless, other States Parties placed
emphasis upon preserving the overall CFE legal structure and working to resolve the problems
within the framework provided by the treaty.  For the most part, they have done so successfully.

The CFE agreement, as a Treaty, required Senate Ratification. As a result, it has been less
insulated from political disputes within the United States.  In that regard, when the U.S. Senate
considered the Flank Document Agreement, its approval included a number of conditions,
related to the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.

As in the case of CSBMs, by the end of the 1990s, the CFE process had come to
institutionalize cooperation in security matters.  In this regard, the Treaty’s Joint Consultative
Group served as a forum to discuss ways to promote the objectives and implementation of the
CFE Treaty.  This further reinforced the other elements, e.g. transparency, as a means of
reassurance.  

The CFE Treaty has been expensive to implement.  As a result, some countries could not
afford to complete the implementation and compliance provisions.  For example, Russia is
currently seeking funding to aid in its withdrawal of equipment from Georgia and Moldova
(political commitment to the Adaptation Agreement) and as previously mentioned, some of the
NIS also had difficulty complying with the Treaty due to the economic turmoil rooted in the
transition to market capitalism.  Nonetheless, it is widely accepted to have been a cost-effective
means to enhance security and stability as well as to support greater military transparency in a
Europe that was undergoing great and rapid political and military change.
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4.  Alternative Approaches

These examples provide an alternative method of looking at preventive threat reduction,
while using the same goals and objectives with different process approaches.  One alternative
approach could have developed the CFE Treaty as a more intrusive CSBM.  The problem with
this approach revolves around the level of status and formality involved in CSBMs compared to
that of a legally binding treaty.  The status and formality of the treaty increases the likelihood of
compliance and implementation and it develops a forum for debate.  Furthermore, the CFE
Treaty is voluminous and highly detailed.  It would be extremely difficult to cover this amount of
detail in a CSBM.  In addition, a legally binding treaty is needed for verification purposes.
Legally binding treaties are more likely to be complied with due to the political fallout or
repercussions that may accompany noncompliance.

Another alternative approach could have developed the CSBMs as a legally binding
Treaty.  This approach is similar to the CFE Treaty, but not quite as detailed.  However, at that
time, the timing was not ripe to pursue a legally binding treaty and, consequently, many states
would have been reluctant to participate.  This could have been an approach for VDoc 99, but
prior to this agreement, it would likely have been unsuccessful.  Moreover, due to the legally
binding status of a treaty, delays in negotiation and implementation could have been major
drawbacks, not least since in the actual process, building upon the initial CSBMs played such a
significant role in the process.

The final alternative approach could have developed a transgovernmental agreement
version of CSBMs and the CFE Treaty.  This approach would have been beneficial to developing
leadership relationships and building cooperative mechanisms, but there would be verification
issues since there would have been no structure, status, or forum.  This approach would also be
extremely time intensive and expensive due to the sheer number of individuals involved.  In
addition, multilateral involvement would produce too many issues to resolve and question (who
pays for this, who will reduce or destroy what), thus the approach would be perpetually bogged
down in negotiations and debates.

5.  Conclusions and Lessons Learned

This case study suggests various lessons learned for the overall preventive threat
reduction process.  These include: at least as evidenced by the European experience, both
politically binding CSBMs and legally binding treaties have sufficient flexibility to change with
the times.  Of the two however, CSBMs are easier to revise and to adapt to new circumstances as
they are politically binding and do not need to go through ratification procedures. Timing and
context are important.  For the CFE Treaty, this meant a prior CSBMs process, political change
in the Soviet Union, and overall historical upheaval in the international security environment.  

Treaties with detailed and intrusive verification and compliance regimes, inspections, and
destruction and reduction mechanisms are costly.  In a period of economic transition among
States Parties, this can be an important constraint.  It can also result in implementation delays
and compliance disputes, which can be politically costly.  At the same time, the legally binding
status of the CFE treaty provided an essential framework for the withdrawal of Soviet and then
Russian forces from Central Europe.
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Regarding the overall preventive threat reduction process, the CFE Treaty showed how to
blend formal treaties and less formal agreements; it coupled legally and politically binding
mechanisms.  The political commitments were used later to sort out the details in the changing
environment without missing the initial opportunity to sign the Treaty.  More broadly, these
agreements were meant to grow into maturity over time.  The CFE Treaty negotiators knew that
Treaty adaptation would be necessary and made provision for it.  
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D.  Executive Agreements, Consultative Arrangements, and Parallel Unilateral Actions41

1.  Introduction

This category of preventive threat reduction initiatives focuses on activities that for the
most part least resemble classic arms control efforts exemplified by the highly structured,
protracted and legalistic treaty negotiations that culminated in the START, ABM and INF
treaties.  The set of case studies covers a representative sample of these kinds of non-treaty
formal activities.  They range from the Plutonium Disposition initiative, a series of bilateral
agreements negotiated over a period of years with implementation to extend for several decades,
to the 1991 Presidential Initiatives for de-alerting strategic nuclear weapons through a rapidly
implemented range of parallel unilateral actions.   The case studies also include three recent
examples of consultative mechanisms — a high-level bilateral Commission, a technical-level
bilateral working group and a multilateral body.

The case studies demonstrate that some Executive Agreements (Pu Disposition is a good
example) can have some of the features of formal treaty regimes, while others may only
constitute joint or parallel actions taken outside negotiated instruments.  Parallel Unilateral
Actions typically involve unilateral measures by the United State — actions taken quickly,
without a legal requirement for reciprocal action by another party.   However, most of these
initiatives include negotiated understandings that another state is expected to take parallel
actions.  This can make even a parallel unilateral action look something like a bilateral
agreement.  Consultative Mechanisms involve bilateral or multilateral bodies in which
representatives of the parties can discuss and potentially resolve issues affecting their national
security interests.  Although consultative bodies are routinely established pursuant to arms
control treaties or agreements, to perform specific tasks in verification or implementation, the
current analysis focuses on freestanding consultative mechanisms.  Such bodies have the unique
value of providing a forum where potential adversaries can explore options and alternatives for
addressing a broad range of mutual security issues, outside the constraints of a particular
negotiation or legal instrument.

Each case study is divided into four sections.  First, the background and objectives of the
particular initiative will be briefly described.  Second activities conducted under the initiative
and, where possible, its results will be summarized.  Third, each initiative will be assessed, using
a range of factors (stemming partly from the set of measures of effectiveness summarized in
Section II of this report) which seem relevant in judging its overall effectiveness.  Fourth, an
attempt will be made to determine whether alternative options might have achieved a better
result for preventive threat reduction.  Finally, a brief Conclusions section summarizes the salient
features of Executive Agreements, Independent Actions and Consultative Mechanisms and their
implications for preventive threat reduction.  

                                                          
41 Case study authored by Carlton Stoiber, Consultant, Science Applications International Corporation.
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2.  Executive Agreements

a. Agreements on Exchange of Information on Missile Launches and Early
      Warning

(1).  Background and Objectives 

Since the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, the U.S. and former Soviet Union have adopted
several measures to reduce the risk of nuclear war, which could result from misinterpretation,
miscalculation or accident.  The so-called “Hot Line” agreement of June 1963 was the first of
these measures, reflecting general anxiety about an inadvertent nuclear holocaust.  In 1971, an
“Accidents Measures” agreement was signed by U.S. Secretary of State Rogers and USSR
Foreign Minister Gromyko.   It provided that the two sides would furnish each other advance
notification of any planned missile launches that “will extend beyond its national territory in the
direction of the other Party”.  The 1971 Agreement was expanded at the 1988 Moscow Summit,
when Secretary of State Schultz and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze signed an Agreement to
provide advance notification of any launch of an ICBM or SLBM.

This framework of “early warning” was elaborated at the 1995 and 1997 summit
meetings between Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin, with agreement to share early warning
information related to theater missile defense systems.  At their 1998 summit meeting, the
Presidents signed a “Joint Statement on the Exchange of Information on Missile Launches and
Early Warning.”  Under that agreement, the U.S. and Russia will share early warning
information on launches of ballistic missiles or space-launch vehicles by any nation on a
continuing basis.  Second, the sides agreed to establish a multilateral regime for notification of
launches of ballistic missiles and space-launch vehicles.

Building on the 1998 agreement, at their first Summit meeting in June 2000, Presidents
Clinton and Putin signed a memorandum of agreement on the Establishment of the Joint Center
for the Exchange of Data from Early Warning and Notification of Missile Launches.  The stated
purpose of the Joint Center is to “strengthen strategic stability” and to “focus attention on the
continuing worldwide proliferation of ballistic missiles”.  This latest agreement is also
specifically intended to bolster the reliability of Russia’s early warning system at a time when it
“is under stress from budget difficulties, systems failures and the closure of early-warning radars
on the soil of nations outside Russia.”42  

(2).  Activities and Results of the Early Warning Agreements

Under these agreements (as well as under strategic arms control treaties) for some thirty
years, U.S. and Russian authorities have routinely exchanged information concerning missile
launches from their territories.  As reflected above, the scope of these agreements has been
gradually broadened to include new types of information and new mechanisms for exchanging
data, broadening into what is now conceded to be an extremely wide-ranging and transparent
regime.  A recent example of this cooperation was establishment in late 1999 and early 2000 of a

                                                          
42 “Russia’s Road to Corruption,” Report of the Speaker’s Advisory Group on Russia (September 2000), page 74.
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temporary U.S./Russian center in Colorado Springs to minimize possible misunderstandings
related to the so-called Y2K or year 2000 computer bug.

With the recent establishment of the Joint Data Exchange Center (JDEC) in Moscow,
staffed by U.S. and Russian military personnel, the process begun in a limited and tentative
fashion in the early 1960s will have evolved into an important mechanism for assuring that
missile launch information is not only received, but properly interpreted and communicated
rapidly to appropriate military and political leaders.  The center will receive information from
both governments, based on each nation’s systems of space-based satellites, infrared systems and
early-warning radars.  The Center is to operate for ten years, with options to extend the
arrangement in five-year increments.  Initially, the JDEC will only cover information regarding
U.S. and Russian launches, but later the Center will include limited information concerning
third-party launches.  A separate agreement is under negotiation to establish the Center as an
international repository for pre-launch notifications of space-launch vehicle and ballistic missile
launches.

(3).  Assessment of the Early Warning Agreements 

In the military area, the expectation that each side will receive advanced warning of
potentially threatening activities enhances both security (including international security) and
stability.  From a political perspective, joint operation of the system strengthens habits of
cooperation and also provides reassurance and builds trust.  A major positive result of the
warning system is that it increases the transparency and reduces misinformation, both concerning
individual launch events, but about each party’s program of missile and space launch activities.
The economic costs are quite modest.

Since each separate missile launch carries at least the theoretical potential that a party
may provide false or misleading information intended to disguise an aggressive nuclear attack,
the concept of verification assumes a somewhat unique aspect when applied to this early warning
regime.  Confidence in the reliability of the data provided, which is a hallmark of verification,
flows from a process—working procedures and relationships, nature of data routinely
exchanged, as well as the political context.  Even greater confidence will presumably emerge
from bilateral operation of the Joint Center (JDEC).

Nothing in the warning agreements affects the U.S. ability to preserve core military
options, absent the option of launching a surprise nuclear attack against Russia. However, the
issue of protecting sensitive information cannot be avoided in view of the large volume and
detailed nature of data exchanges in this area. 

The multilateral system under development can potentially draw in most other relevant
countries with missile programs.  Giving the system a multilateral character could help to
address the so-called “rogue state” problem In that regard, the U.S.-Russian program sets
desirable precedents for broadening the regime to address new threats.   

Concerns about the effectiveness of the warning regime have tended to raise collateral
matters, not issues that suggest that it is not a valuable threat reduction tool.  For example,
communications arrangements—like most systems—are not proof against human error or
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inattentiveness.  A commonly cited example is the January 1995 Russian activation of its
countdown for a defensive missile launch when—for several confused minutes—radar signals
activated by a scientific rocket fired from Norway were interpreted as a possible U.S. submarine
missile attack.  Prior warning by the United States and Norway had failed to reach responsible
officials.  However, this incident has led to improvements in the system that make it less likely
that a future warning would be ignored or interpreted.  Joint operation of the Moscow JDEC
system will be a particularly robust element of an upgraded system.   Another concern has been
that information from the disintegrating Russian early warning system may turn out to be
inaccurate or useless, affecting the joint system’s reliability.  Also, some have suggested that
third parties might view the early warning measures as evidence of a U.S.-Russian condominium
that could have negative security consequences for them.  Development of a multilateral warning
regime among like-minded countries would help allay such concerns, to the extent they exist.

In terms of negotiation and implementation measures, the several warning agreements
have not required extensive or protracted negotiations.  Implementation has also been quite
straightforward; until recently only requiring domestic measures of modest costs and short
schedules.  Development of a joint facility in Moscow, however, will impose additional
technical, economic and operational burdens, particularly on the United States.    With regard to
ease of withdrawal, the 1988 agreement requires twelve months’ written notice.  Such notice
would seem beneficial in an agreement designed to protect against accidents, miscalculations or
misinterpretations.  As noted, the new Joint Data Exchange Center (JDEC) will operate for ten
years, with options for five-year renewals.

(4).  Alternative Approaches related to Early Warning

Neither a formal treaty regime nor parallel unilateral actions would have represented a
better approach to reducing the risks of accidental missile launches.  Embodying the several
agreements in treaty form would have been time-consuming, as well as limiting the flexibility of
the parties to supplement and amend the regime, as has occurred regularly over the past decades.
An initiative for unilateral transfer of warning data, absent reciprocal measures equivalent to
those included in the various executive agreements, would have lacked domestic political
support.  Without the kind of reassurance that comes from mutual commitments, an independent
early warning policy could have quickly become unsustainable.  Compared to the JDEC, it also
would have lacked the on-site, Joint presence, which is an important means to lessen the risk of
misinterpretation and to build reassurance.      

b.  1994 Strategic Missile Detargeting Agreement

(1).  Background and Objectives

At their January 1994 Summit meeting in Moscow, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin signed
a declaration that the two nations would no longer aim strategic missiles at each other.  The
stated purpose of the agreement was to protect the United States and Russia from an
unauthorized or accidental nuclear attack by the other party.
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(2).  Activities and Results of the Detargeting Agreement

After announcement of the 1994 Agreement, U.S. and Russian authorities have both
announced that they have taken the necessary measures to implement it.  The U.S. has
reprogrammed missiles formerly aimed at Russia to land in broad ocean areas.  Russian military
officials state that their missiles have been placed on a "zero flight plan”.  However, both
Russian and U.S. missiles can also apparently be retargeted quite rapidly.  

(3).  Assessment of the Detargeting Agreement 

The 1994 detargeting agreement has been called “a strategic confidence-building
measure,” with President Clinton stating at the time that “there are no more nuclear missiles
pointed at any American homes for the first time since the dawn of the nuclear age.”43  However,
the political-military results of the detargeting agreement are a matter of some disagreement.
Proponents, including President Clinton, argued that the agreement enhances security and
stability by providing reassurance and building trust.  Critics believe that the detargeting
arrangements do little to reduce the Russian missile threat to the United States and, therefore, are
misleading and potentially counter-productive in reducing pressure for more substantive threat
reduction efforts.  In particular, even if Russia has placed its missiles on what they call a “zero
flight plan”, this programming appears to be reversible in a matter of minutes (some say
seconds).  This is because the missile’s computer memory banks still retain their wartime
targeting sets.  Moreover, in the case of Russian missiles, some experts have argued that
detargeting does not even alleviate concerns about accidental launches, because there is reason to
believe that an un-programmed missile would automatically switch back to its primary target in
case of a mistaken firing.44  On the issue of verifiability, it was understood at the outset that there
are no means for determining whether Russian missiles have, indeed, been de-targeted.  

Nonetheless, it also has been suggested that the detargeting agreement has had the
collateral benefit of promoting a closer look at the nature of certain protective features of
Russian ballistic missiles, such as permissive action links (PALs) and destruction after launch
capabilities.  The detargeting regime, it is argued, buys the two sides time to put greater
protective measures into place.   The relative costs of detargeting U.S. missiles are modest,
basically involving alterations in computer codes and telemetry data. 

(4).  Alternative Approaches to Detargeting

A possible option for the 1994 detargeting declaration would have been to codify these
commitments in a treaty or a detailed executive agreement.  Such a step might have given the
commitments greater legal status and precedential value.  It might also have been possible to
pursue greater clarity or transparency regarding certain technical aspects, such as times needed
for programming alternative targets or better protection against accidental launches.

However, bringing a treaty forward for ratification by the U.S. Senate and Russian Duma
would have required that the fundamental issues of verifiability and irreversibility be addressed.
Resolving those issues would have faced serious political and technical constraints, not least the
                                                          
43 “White House Fact Sheet on the U.S.-Russian Detargeting Agreement,” February 2, 1996.
44 In effect, a Russian missile would go into the ocean only if it were intentionally fired there.
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need for extremely intrusive and continuous measures of on-site inspection and monitoring.
Such measures could come close to approximating joint operation of U.S. and Russian strategic
missile forces—something obviously unacceptable to both sides.   An executive agreement
would have been a different option.  Such an agreement would not necessarily have required
congressional approval, unless the executive branch chose to do so. However, were some
Congressional funding necessary, e.g., for monitoring, this could have resulted in a measure of
legislative oversight.      

c. Agreement on Exchange of Technical Information in the Field of Nuclear
      Warhead Safety and Security (WSSX)

(1).  Background and Objectives 

At the fourth meeting of the so-called Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission meeting in
Moscow during December 1994 (GCC IV), the U.S. and Russia signed an Agreement on the
Exchange of Technical Information in the Field of Nuclear Warhead Safety and Security
(WSSX).  DOE Secretary Richardson and MINATOM Minister Adamov extended the five-year
agreement for a like period in June 2000.  In its Preamble, the Agreement recites its main
objectives, as follows:  “to enhance the safe handling of nuclear warheads through the exchange
of accumulated experience” and “to enhance safety and security in the dismantlement of nuclear
warheads”, “believing that an accident or incident involving nuclear warheads could lead to
severe consequences.”   The WSSX agreement was also intended to complement expert
discussions on scientific and verification work conducted under the 1996 Moscow Protocol on
Technical and Scientific Cooperation under a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). 

(2).  Activities and Results of the WSSX Agreement

The WSSX agreement designates the U.S. Departments of Energy and Defense as the
U.S. participants, with the Ministry for Atomic Energy (MINATOM) and Ministry of Defense as
Russian participants.  Other designated participants for the United States include the Los
Alamos, Lawrence Livermore and Sandia National Laboratories.  On the Russian side, other
participants include the All Russian Scientific Research Institutes of Experimental Physics,
Technical Physics and Automation.  Policy oversight of WSSX activities is provided by a Joint
Steering Committee, which establishes priorities and approves functional topics for discussion.
A Joint Coordinating Group develops specific proposals for the technical information exchange
program, creating working groups to conduct these exchanges.  Although, under Article 6, only
unclassified information is to be exchanged under the Agreement, the parties may designate
information to be handled as sensitive in accordance with their domestic laws and procedures.  

(3).  Assessment of the WSSX Agreement 

The WSSX Agreement exemplifies a consultative mechanism established to conduct
highly technical consultations on issues of great sensitivity.  However, because of the sensitivity
of the subject matter, including the parties’ obligations under Article I of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty not to assist nuclear weapons development in other countries, little information has been
made publicly available concerning the results of WSSX discussions.  The Fact Sheet on the
Agreement’s extension merely notes that “since its entry into force, WSSX has enabled
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productive discussion and exchange of unclassified technical information related to the safety
and security of nuclear warheads.”  Thus, it is difficult to assess its impact.

In principle, such exchanges can enhance security and stability by lessening the risk of
accidents with nuclear warheads.  Only modest funding is needed for these exchanges.  Like
most consultative mechanisms, the WSSX can strengthen habits of cooperation. Although
limited to unclassified information, the program also increases transparency, providing both
sides with a better understanding of how their nuclear weapons safety and security systems are
implemented.   In that regard, concerns have been voiced about ensuring protection of sensitive
information.  As stated, the WSSX exchanges are explicitly limited to unclassified information.
However, absolute confidence that the opposite side is not obtaining indirect – if not direct –
access to classified data may be difficult to achieve in light of the overall sensitivity of the area
in question.  This low-key arrangement was quickly negotiated and has a five-year duration.  But
effective withdrawal can be achieved easily merely by refusing to participate in exchanges.

(4).  Alternative Approaches related to the WSSX Agreement

The alternative of embodying the WSSX agreement in a formal treaty would likely have
delayed implementation, not least due to the need for ratification of a sensitive subject.  A treaty
approach would likely have also reduced the flexibility of a group, which needs a large measure
of freedom of action for its work. 

d.  Plutonium Disposition

(1).  Background and Objectives Related to Pu Disposition

In the April 1996 Declaration of the Moscow Safety and Security Summit, the Group of 7
industrial democracies and Russia (the G-8) announced a policy for the “safe and effective
management of weapons fissile material designated as no longer required for defence purposes”.
In paragraph 26 of the Declaration, the parties further stated that:  “It is vital, as mentioned
above, that these stockpiles are safely managed and eventually transformed into spent fuel or
other forms equally unsuitable for nuclear weapons and disposed of safely and permanently”.
In July 1998, after protracted negotiations at meetings of the U.S.-Russian Joint Commission on
Economic and Technological Cooperation (the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission), a bilateral,
Agreement On Scientific And Technical Cooperation In The Management Of Plutonium That
Has Been Withdrawn From Nuclear Military Programs was signed by Vice President Gore and
Prime Minister Kiriyenko.  With the 1996 Summit Declaration and 1998 Agreement providing
the policy and legal framework for a program, it was still necessary for the U.S. and Russia to
agree on concrete efforts regarding Pu disposition.  At their June 4, 2000 meeting, Presidents
Clinton and Putting concluded a U.S.-Russia Plutonium Disposition Agreement setting forth
very detailed legal, procedural, technical, industrial and financial arrangements for this extensive
joint program.

United States officials have characterized the Plutonium Disposition initiative as “closing
the door on an era of the arms race and improving security for future generations . . . by assuring
that hundreds of tons of fissile materials are withdrawn from U.S. and Russian stockpiles and



III-51

never used again to build nuclear weapons.”45  Specifically, the initiative is intended “to
eliminate material that might have been used to build thousands of bombs.”  Another objective of
the initiative is to reduce the amount of plutonium vulnerable to theft or diversion from Russian
nuclear storage facilities having inadequate measures of physical security and material control
and accounting.

(2).  Activities and Results of Pu Disposition Initiatives

The June 2000 Agreement requires each side to dispose of 34 metric tons of weapons-
grade plutonium (for a total of 68 tons) by one of two methods:  irradiating it as fuel in reactors
(the so-called Mixed Oxide or MOX fuel option, favored by Russia) or by immobilizing it as
high-level radioactive waste suitable for geologic disposal (the disposal option, favored by the
U.S.).  The expected time frame for this effort is lengthy, given the technological, economic, and
political challenges in dealing with such large quantities of dangerous fissile material.  Each
party is committed to begin operation of an industrial-scale facility for conversion of plutonium
and fabrication into fuel by 2007 and to achieve a disposition rate of 2 metric tons a year.  Under
this schedule, the entire 68 tons of plutonium would not be processed until the year 2024.

The parties also agreed not to reprocess any of the weapons-derived MOX fuel until each
country had “disposed” of the agreed quantity of 34 metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium.
Another important feature of the Agreement is that the U.S. would obtain “consent rights” over
the export of any nuclear material, which had been processed in a facility constructed pursuant to
the joint program.  The costs of the initiative are large.   Russia estimates its costs as $1.75
billion over 20 years.  The U.S. estimate for its program is $4 billion, including immobilization,
conversion, and fabrication facilities.  Congress has already appropriated $200 million for the
Russian Pu disposition effort.  No concrete estimate of the Russian contribution (which will be
made largely through in-kind contributions of land, infrastructure and the like) has been made.
When announcing the agreement, the parties expressed the intention to seek multilateral
cooperation and international financing for the program.  Technical efforts to accelerate Pu
disposition are also foreseen, most importantly through the development of new advanced
reactors.

(3).  Assessment of Pu Disposition Initiatives 

In assessing the implications of the Pu disposition initiative for preventive threat
reduction, it is important to distinguish between its two objectives – the “arms race” objective
and the “non-proliferation/terrorism prevention” objective.

With regard to the “arms race” issue, a very basic question is whether disposition of 34
metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium each by the U.S. and Russia represents a significant
constraint on nuclear arsenals.  In other words, do the military benefits outweigh costs?  Even
after implementation, both the U.S. and Russia will still retain large stockpiles of Pu.  Although
estimates differ, a 1998 GAO report estimated that the U.S. stockpile of weapons-usable
plutonium totaled some 99.5 metric tons, with the Russian stockpile totaling almost twice as
much, or 191.4 metric tons.  Subtracting 34 metric tons from each total makes it clear that each

                                                          
45 “White House Fact Sheet on the U.S.-Russian Plutonium Agreement”, June 4, 2000.
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party will retain sufficient material for thousands of nuclear warheads.  Moreover, if the MOX
fuel option were used, the entire amount of plutonium contained in the fuel would not be
consumed.  (Estimates vary, but “burning” a full core of plutonium MOX fuel would probably
only reduce the amount of contained plutonium by 30 per cent.  However, no light water reactor
has ever operated on a full MOX core.) If disposal were selected, plutonium would be locked
away in ceramic and steel containers at inaccessible geologic repositories.  Nonetheless, mutual
acceptance of the principle of elimination is an important step.

The impact of the program on “non-proliferation/prevention of terrorism” issues is also
complex.   From one perspective, given U.S. concerns about the adequacy of Russian physical
security and material control and accounting measures for fissile materials, the disposition of 34
tons of plutonium by either option can be seen as making a significant contribution to preventing
the diversion of weapons-usable materials to a rogue state or terrorist organization, thereby
enhancing U.S. and international security.  In particular, if MOX recycle is selected, plutonium
would be locked away in hard-to-reprocess reactor fuel rods (the “spent fuel” standard), with
U.S. consent rights for any transfers attached to the material.

However, critics have raised another issue concerning the MOX fuel option, which
Russia intends to pursue and the U.S. leaves open (at least for disposition of military plutonium).
Since that option involves the use of reprocessed Pu in civilian light water reactors, some non-
proliferation advocates have charged that this would encourage Russia and other countries to
embark upon the so-called “plutonium economy”.  Routine industrial use of plutonium for civil
power production, these critics argue, would increase risks of diversion in hard-to-safeguard fuel
cycle facilities and vulnerable transportation modes.

Another potential proliferation aspect of Pu disposition involves the question of whether
the United States and Russia, by reducing their own stocks of weapons material as a means of
demonstrating their bona fides on disarmament, would induce new nuclear powers (like Pakistan
and India) to restrain their own programs.  The response, so far, from officials and experts in
these countries has been that greater reductions in both weapons and weapons-usable materials,
and more commitment to irreversible cuts would be needed before expecting a positive response
from countries of concern.

Regarding verifiability, because much of the work in constructing a plutonium processing
facility in Russia will be done jointly, a measure of verification is inherent in the disposition
initiative.  Further, the 2000 agreement sets forth rights, obligations and principles for
establishing monitoring arrangements to assure that each side disposes of 34 tons of material.  At
the front end of the process, plutonium entering a conversion facility will have to be judged to
come from a weapons program largely by its physical characteristics (purity, isotopic
composition, etc.).  After leaving a facility, it is expected that verification would be provided by
the International Atomic Energy Agency, itself providing the benefit of involving international
organizations.

In the area of economics and technology, the Plutonium Disposition initiative raises a
number of yet-unanswered and inter-linked questions.  For example, although the disposal option
seems technically feasible, the absence of an approved and licensed geologic repository for high-
level radioactive waste in either the United States or Russia could create difficulties, even though
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actual emplacement is expected to take place long in the future.  The MOX fuel option involves
even more complex issues, including regulatory decisions on the technology’s safety and
environmental impacts.  Public acceptability will also be an issue, particularly for any program
that would blur current distinctions between the military and civilian nuclear fuel cycles.  On the
issue of consistency with U.S. legal structures, an assessment of the MOX fuel option cannot be
answered definitively.  It is significant that some of the work needed to confirm the technical
feasibility of that option is being conducted in third-party nations (Canada for one) because
current legal and regulatory requirements in the U.S. do not permit them to be conducted
domestically.   The project also builds collaboration with the commercial sector, since private
contractors will conduct most of the work.   

Financial arrangements over this long project will impose significant burdens on both
parties, but especially the United States.  Attempting to determine whether the initiative is cost
effective entails a complex calculus.  First, the dangerous nature of the material does not permit
the option of doing nothing or merely leaving U.S. or Russian excess plutonium in intermediate
storage.  Both sides spent enormous amounts over many decades to produce this material, and
the task of rendering it comparatively benign will require a comparable expenditure of time and
money.  An unresolved issue is which disposition option (disposal or MOX recycle) is most
economic.  In contrast to the Russian view, current U.S. officials maintain that MOX recycle is
not an economic means of electricity production and that the U.S./Russian program involves
only the disposition of excess military material.   European nations (such as Switzerland) that
currently use MOX fuel may be willing to purchase some of this material, a way to defray some
costs.  Also, elements of Germany’s cancelled Hanau processing facility might be contributed to
the effort in some fashion.  In the end, the cost-benefit analysis is primarily determined by the
very high value the U.S. places on removing many tons of plutonium from the reach of weapons
developers or terrorists. 

Given the complexity and long-term nature of the Pu disposition initiative, it took over
four years to conclude the necessary agreements.  Questions still are to be resolved.  However,
whether the scientific and industrial activities necessary for Pu disposition will keep to the
current schedule cannot be predicted with any confidence.  For such major and protracted efforts,
sustainability on both sides is always an issue.  This will involve continued funding support by
the Congress, G-8 and Russia over decades.  Reversibility is also an issue because the concrete
results of the project will come only after completion of facilities costing billions of dollars and
extensive technology transfer. 

Finally, although some significant technical work already has been done in parallel with
the legal and political efforts to conclude the 2000 Agreement, some technical questions remain.
For example, with regard to the disposal option, DOE announced a successful demonstration of
“can-in-canister” immobilization of Pu in August of 1999.   However, much additional work will
be needed on whether these canisters can meet regulatory and other requirements for
emplacement in geologic repositories – repositories that have not yet been established in either
the United States or the Russian Federation.    
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(4).  Alternative approaches related to Pu Disposition 

No alternative approaches to Plutonium disposition seem to offer obvious advantages to
that adopted.   Negotiating the program as a formal treaty might have produced an instrument
with somewhat more precision regarding legal rights and obligations, although the detailed 1998
and 2000 agreements probably reflect the limits of negotiability.  Further, drawing the program
into the U.S. Senate ratification process might well have produced significant delay in getting
work started, enmeshing an important international security initiative in the convoluted domestic
debate over civil nuclear power and civilian nuclear waste management.  At any rate, Congress
will have ample opportunity to control the direction and pace of the project through the
appropriations process, which will continue over many years.

An attempt to implement the initiative as parallel unilateral actions by the U.S. and
Russia would have faced major economic and political constraints.  Without U.S. funding
support the Russian Federation would not have been able to move forward expeditiously with its
plans for Pu disposition.  And without some form of concrete agreement, neither the U.S.
Congress nor Russian Duma would have been likely to support unmonitored and easily
reversible unilateral actions, regardless of “parallel” commitments.  One alternative that could
have had some value would have been to draw other nations (particularly those with industrial
experience in plutonium recycle) into the negotiation process, perhaps even including them as
parties to relevant agreements, or portions thereof.  One can imagine the reluctance of Russian
officials to subject sensitive aspects of their military program to negotiations with the smaller
nuclear powers (France and the United Kingdom) or non-nuclear-weapons states (Germany and
Japan).  However, the U.S. and Russia have made it clear that financial and possibly even
technical support from other G-8 nations will be necessary to implement their initiative.  In fact,
adding a multilateral dimension to the initiative will also be necessary in light of the parties’
intention to involve the International Atomic Energy Agency in certain verification measures to
be applied to plutonium coming out of facilities covered by the initiative.           
       

3.  Consultative Mechanisms

a. The U.S./Russian Joint Commission on Economic and Technological
      Cooperation—the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission [GCC]

(1).  Background and Objectives

In their first meeting (in Vancouver, immediately prior to the G-7 Summit of advanced
industrial democracies in Tokyo), Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin “agreed to establish a United
States-Russian Commission on Economic and Technological Cooperation in the fields of energy
and space.”  However, the objectives of the GCC soon broadened considerably, to include issues
ranging across the entire spectrum of U.S.-Russian relations.  In the security area, the U.S. goal
was to use the Commission as a mechanism for addressing problems of instability arising from
the collapse of the Soviet military and Russia’s unnecessarily large and poorly controlled nuclear
program.  A high priority was placed on programs to reduce the risk that so-called “rogue states”
or terrorist groups might gain access to Russian nuclear technology and materials.
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(2).  Activities and Results of the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission

The Presidents designated Vice-President Gore and Prime Minister Chernomyrdin to
head the Joint Commission.  Holding its first meeting in Washington in September of 1993, GCC
met twice annually until GCC XI in July 1998 (with new Prime Minister Kiriyenko heading the
Russian side).  The GCC meeting scheduled for March 1999 was cancelled when the Russian
Prime Minister’s plane returned, in mid-flight, to Moscow in protest over NATO air strikes on
Serbia during the Kosovo crisis.  Although the Commission initially focused on the two areas
mentioned in the Vancouver Declaration (energy and space), the GCC soon created other
committees to cover such diverse fields as: defense diversification, environment, health,
agriculture, business development and science and technology.   

Although the Commission addressed numerous substantive issues arising from diverse
programs, it became a unique high-level forum for dialogue and problem solving between the
world’s pre-eminent nuclear powers.  In its plenary sessions, but even more so in the meetings of
its committees and sub-committees, agreements and cooperative projects could be developed,
assessed and brought to closure.  Examples cited as GCC achievements in this regard include:

• Agreements on Material Control and Accounting cooperation to reduce the risks of
diversions of nuclear materials from Russian facilities: disposition of Russian excess fissile
material, including the purchase of HEU from dismantled warheads for conversion to LEU; 

• Implementation of the agreement to design and construct a facility at Mayak for the storage
of excess fissile material from weapons; 

• The creation of International Science Centers to provide employment for experts from the
Russian weapons complex; arrangements to transfer nuclear weapons remaining in Ukraine
after the collapse of the USSR to Russian control; 

• The Nuclear Cities Initiative to assist the formerly closed sites of Russian weapons
development to convert to peaceful economic activity.  

Many other less notable agreements in defense diversification and non-proliferation were
concluded within the ambit of GCC discussions.

(3).  Assessment of the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission 

The most relevant measures of the Commission’s effectiveness concern its political and
implementation aspects, rather than technical or military features.  Participants and
commentators have indicated that strengthening habits of cooperation and providing reassurance
and building trust between both high-level and working-level officials of the U.S. and Russia
were the Commission’s most important results.  This directly contributed to the agreements
highlighted above in that regard.  Moreover, one of the most positive aspects of the GCC in the
security and threat reduction field was that it became an “ action-forcing mechanism,” helping to
push a number of important initiatives (noted above) through the respective bureaucracies and
for resolving difficult and protracted issues.  

Nonetheless, unlike both the MPC&A and CTR programs, these habits of cooperation
were insufficient to weather a Kosovo storm.  In part, this undoubtedly the higher political
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content and greater visibility of the GCC.  The GCC was a model of flexibility.  It regularly
added Committees and Working Groups to address a wide variety of issues.  

On the other hand, the GCC has not been free from criticism, something that bears upon
its domestic political sustainability.   Some commentators have charged that, especially during its
later period, the GCC became top-heavy and inefficient, creating an elaborate bureaucratic
structure.  Others charged that the GCC by-passed normal diplomatic channels and relationships,
thereby depriving high-level officials of the insights of career professionals.  Along these lines, a
critical report on U.S.-Russian relations prepared under the auspices of the Speaker of the House
of Representatives quotes a former senior official in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow as stating that
“U.S. agencies cannot conduct normal cooperation with Russian counterparts because the
Commission needs fodder for its summits: “new” programs to unveil, documents to sign, photo
ops for the principals . . .”.  46This pressure for “deliverables” at each session, whether
substantive or not, undoubtedly affected perceptions in both governments of the Commission’s
effectiveness.   Another frequently voiced problem was that U.S. officials involved in other arms
control or threat reduction efforts were neither informed about nor involved in the consideration
of relevant issues in the GCC.47   Another aspect of the GCC that has caused difficulty is the
absence of any regular mechanism for briefing Congress on the work of the Commission, a
matter that caused extreme annoyance in some parts of the legislative branch. The GCC has also
been criticized for placing too much emphasis on personal relationships, not confronting Russian
officials on difficult issues (such as Russian missile sales to Iran), and delegating to lower
officials the conduct of foreign policy in an area that should have been the highest priority for
Presidential involvement.

However, some of the erosion in U.S. support for the GCC cannot be traced to the work
of the Commission alone.  Rather, this disenchantment flows from increasing frustration over the
failure of Russia to make prompt economic and political progress.  Because of its high political
level and stated objective to help in Russia’s transition to a democratic, market-based society, it
was inevitable that the difficulties being experienced by Russia would raise questions by some
about whether a different approach than the GCC might have been more effective.
 

A difficult issue in evaluating GCC concerns its cost-effectiveness.  Each U.S. agency
participating in GCC was basically expected to cover its own expenses of attending the meetings
(not a problem in Washington, but expensive for the Moscow sessions).  Also, the various
individual initiatives discussed at GCC sessions were funded from separate appropriations for
each department or agency.  Therefore, a total cost estimate for the Commission’s wide-ranging
activities would be hard to develop.  In its early phases, the bi-annual meetings of GCC probably
achieved savings by regularly bringing together relevant officials for resolution of outstanding
issues in a single venue, rather than by dispatching them on frequent trips to plan and implement
their cooperative activities.  However, by the time of its last meeting in 1999, U.S. delegations to
the GCC had become extremely large, totaling hundreds of persons, leading some to the view
that the Commission had become inefficient and wasteful.48

                                                          
46 Report of the Speaker’s Advisory Group on Russia,  “Russia’s Road to Corruption, “ p.74.  Despite its political
origins, this report contains both serious commentary as well as partisan comments.  Discussion in this section of
Gore-Chernomyrdin also reflects the author’s personal experience.
47 This reflects comments to the research team by several such participants, now out of government.
48 The growth in the size of delegations is noted in the “Report of the Speaker’s Advisory Group on Russia,” p.73. 



III-57

In summary, the GCC was created at a unique moment in U.S.-Russian relations.  Its high
level of leadership and businesslike approach seems to have made a positive contribution to
threat reduction, especially in its earlier stages.  In its later stages, for reasons not entirely related
to its own character, the GCC became less effective.

(4).  Alternative approaches related to the GCC

Two basic alternatives could have been substituted for the Gore-Chernomyrdin
Commission.  First, it would have been easy not to create such a body at all.  Or second, several
consultative working groups could have been established at much lower levels, directing their
problems through normal governmental channels to the policy level.

With regard to the first option, of not having such a Commission, a key factor is
obviously that the GCC emerged at a unique historical moment; namely, the break-up of the U.S.
primary strategic and political adversary—the former Soviet Union.  Because of its high level
joint chairmanship, the Commission became a highly visible means for enabling the two
governments to manage their relationships at a confused and unstable period.  Initially mandated
to address a limited number of technological issues in energy and space, the Commission rapidly
evolved into a mechanism in which the second-highest leaders of each country engaged directly
in implementing cooperative programs covering virtually the entire spectrum of bilateral issues.
In that role, the GCC made a significant contribution.   However, the GCC was not only or
primarily an “action-forcing” mechanism.  Given its leadership, it was also a key means of
enhancing confidence, mutual respect and trust at the highest levels of government.  With the
evolution in U.S.-Russian relations, that role became less critical.  But at its inception, that role
was critical—perhaps indispensable.  Yet it is also important to evaluate the effectiveness of
consultative mechanisms as a function of time.

Regarding the second option, of creating lower level groups, such an approach might
have been more sustainable over time and might have had more success than expected in
resolving difficult issues, even without a regular mechanism for intervention from higher levels.
However, given the disarray in the Russian bureaucracy during the early 1990s, only a high level
body like the GCC could likely have cut through many of the obstacles that arose in developing
and implementing the wide range of cooperative programs (particularly in the national security
area) that emerged from the Commission.  If the GCC eventually became too broadly focused, at
too high a political level, the remedy may well have been to reduce the level and frequency of
GCC meetings and to re-direct the bilateral process toward consultative bodies at a lower level,
with a more precise and limited focus.  In essence, such bodies already existed within the GCC
framework as Committees chaired at the Cabinet Secretary/Ministerial level.   Some of those
Committees might have been established as freestanding bodies to address particularly important
or difficult bilateral issues (for example, in Defense Conversion/Diversification or Nuclear
Security).  The GCC Energy Committee might be re-configured to provide a forum for resolving
difficult issues, particularly regarding cooperative activities regarding Russia’s nuclear materials
and its nuclear complex.
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b.  Strategic Stability Working Group/Defense Consultative Group

(1).  Background and Objectives 

In September 1993, U.S. Secretary of Defense Aspin and Russian Defense Minister
Grachev established the Strategic Stability Working Group (SSWG) to include representatives of
their two organizations.  The stated purpose was to discuss methods for “improving strategic
stability, increasing mutual confidence and relaxing Cold War nuclear force structures”.  In
October 1996, the SSWG was merged with the Bilateral Working Group, which had focused on
military-to-military contacts, peacekeeping activities and joint U.S./Russia exercises to form a
Defense Consultative Group (DCG). 

(2).  Activities and Results of the SSWG/DCG

An initial focus of SSWG discussion was concerns about maintaining a large number of
nuclear weapons on “hair trigger” alert.  The 1994 Agreement on De-targeting (previously
discussed) grew out of discussions in the SSWG.  Joint exercises were also a matter of
discussion and in June 1996 the parties deployed SA-12 interceptors (Russia) and Patriot missile
batteries (U.S.) near Colorado Springs in a simulated scenario to defend against an attack by a
common enemy.  The DCG has met periodically to discuss various issues, including concerns
about Russia’s early warning network and command and control systems.  For example, in
February 1999, the DCG met in Moscow to address concerns about potential problems
associated with the so-called Millennium Bug (or Y2K), which might affect Russian early
warning systems.

(3).  Assessment of the SSWG/DCG 

The SSWG and its successor, the DCG, constitute an example of a bilateral consultative
body established to examine threat reduction issues from a military perspective, focusing
primarily on operational and technical issues.  The activities of this group enhance security and
stability by giving representatives of the U.S. and Russian military a forum in which to address
issues of mutual concern.  At least for the U.S. side, the costs of preparing for and attending
these meetings are relatively modest.  Such exchanges also can strengthen habits of cooperation
and foster more rational decision-making by both sides.  The agenda of recent subjects discussed
in the DCG (early warning systems, Y2K, de-targeting) suggest that it also contributes to
managing strategic transformations.  The mechanism also possesses necessary flexibility to
consider a variety of issues and to involve participants with requisite expertise.  As with other
consultative mechanisms, issues of verifiability, accountability and technical feasibility only
arise vis-à-vis projects developed in the DCG. 

(4).  Alternative approaches relating to the SSWG/DCG

Other forums also focused on some of these issues, in particular the broader arms control
process associated first with periodic summits, then with resumed talks.  These talks brought
together military officials.  Moreover, discussion in other bodies to offer different perspectives
does not detract from the worth of the DCG.  
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c.  NATO-Russia Nuclear Weapons Working Group (NWWG)

(1).  Background and Objectives

In May of 1997, NATO and Russia signed a “Founding Act on Mutual Relations and
Security between NATO and the Russian Federation”.   With the “goal of overcoming the
vestiges of earlier confrontation and competition and of strengthening mutual trust and
cooperation, the Founding Act created a NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC) to meet at
various levels and to discuss a variety of mutual concerns.49  The Founding Act identifies a
number of areas for consultation and cooperation, including:  issues of common interest related
to stability and security; conflict prevention; exchange of information and consultation on
strategy, defence policy, the military doctrines of NATO and Russia; arms control issues;
strengthening cooperation in specific arms control areas; conversion of defence industries; and
reciprocal exchanges, as appropriate, on nuclear weapons issues, including doctrines and strategy
of NATO and Russia.

(2).  Activities and Results of the NATO-RUSSIA NWWG

At the December 1997 Defence Ministers of the PCJ in Brussels, the parties agreed to
establish a NATO-Russia Nuclear Weapons Working Group.  The first agenda for the NWWG
was to include three items: tactical nuclear weapons; President Yeltsin’s May 1997 statement at
the PCJ Founding Act signing ceremony on Russian de-targeting of nuclear weapons; and safety
and security issues regarding Russia’s Strategic Rocket Forces.  Russia severely limited its
participation in NATO activities early in 1999 in protest over NATO air strikes against Serbia
during the Kosovo crisis.  During 2000, Russian participation has increased with exchanges
occurring on nuclear doctrine as well as implementation of the PNIs.

Beyond the agreement to set up this new forum, few concrete results can be assigned to
the NWWG.  This is an initiative whose concrete work lies in the future.    

(3).  Assessment of the NATO-RUSSIA NWWG 

The NWWG possesses some unique characteristics that could potentially make it a very
useful for preventive threat reduction.  Most obviously, unlike the bilateral consultative
mechanisms between the U.S. and Russia, the NATO-linked NWWG would include the two
smaller European nuclear weapons states, France and the United Kingdom.  Also, as the NATO
briefing on establishment of the Working Group noted: “non-nuclear weapon states which
participate in NATO nuclear weapons co-operation programmers will have their activities
opened to outside scrutiny for the first time.”  The potential for bringing greater transparency and
broader participation to the field of threat reduction in the nuclear area could have significant
advantages.   Given the history of conflict in Europe, bringing Russia’s traditional European
adversary, Germany, as well as France, into a forum that can discuss common approaches to
enhance nuclear security is probably essential to achieving greater stability in the region.

                                                          
49 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation, and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation (Part
III), Paris, 27 May 1997.
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(4).  Alternative approaches related to the NATO-RUSSIA NWWG

The alternatives to a NATO-linked mechanism for consultations on issues relating to
nuclear weapons lie in two directions.  First, would be to continue consultations only between
the U.S. and Russia.  As discussed, mechanisms for this already exist and are being pursued.
Second, the consultations could take place in a broader forum, drawing in participants from
regions outside Europe, perhaps under United Nations auspices.  The question is not whether a
narrower or broader forum for conducting these discussions is conceivable, but which set of
participants is most likely to achieve concrete progress.  In this light, the NATO-linked exercise
has a good claim to represent a meaningful group of parties whose historical and geo-political
relations make it a logical for them to undertake a concrete dialogue. 

4.  Parallel Unilateral Actions

a.  The 1991 Presidential Nuclear Initiatives [PNIs]

(1).  Background and Objectives  

On September 27, 1991 President Bush unilaterally announced measures  “to
dramatically reduce the size and nature of United States nuclear deployments worldwide.”  The
initiative’s stated purpose was to “enhance stability and take advantage of recent dramatic
changes in the Soviet Union” in the wake of the August coup attempt against then-President
Gorbachev and the apparent disintegration of the USSR and its military.  The unstated purpose of
the PNIs was to centralize storage and control over tactical nuclear weapons in the context of an
unstable Soviet military and to take advantage of strategic arms reductions already embodied in
the START I treaty.  This latter objective illustrates an important aspect of threat reduction
initiatives, namely, that the various types of measures — formal and informal, unilateral and
agreed — can be closely related.  It is important to recognize and exploit these synergies to
achieve the most positive results.    

(2).  Activities and Results of the 1991 PNIs

The PNIs announced by President Bush included the following:

• Ground-Launched Theater Nuclear Weapons withdrawn  (nuclear artillery shells and
warheads for Short Range Ballistic Missiles)

• Sea-based Tactical Nuclear Weapons (including cruise missiles) withdrawn from surface
ships and submarines to storage)

• All strategic bombers removed from day-to-day alert status and weapons stored
• Land and sea-based Ballistic Missiles (450 Minuteman II and missiles from 10 Poseidon

submarines) scheduled for deactivation under START I removed from alert status.

On October 5, President Gorbachev responded to the Bush initiative and announced the
following parallel measures by the Soviet Union:

• Rail-based missiles placed in garrison
• 500 land-based rockets and missiles from 6 strategic submarines deactivated
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• Strategic bombers to be kept on “low state of readiness” and
• Naval tactical nuclear weapons pulled from the fleet.

Both sides made commitments to remove to central storage and destroy a major (though
unspecified) portion of their shorter-range tactical nuclear weapons.  

Since 1991, the United States has dismantled thousands of warheads under this arrangement.
Russian officials have claimed to have made comparable reductions.  There has been no
independent verification consistent with the unilateral nature of the undertakings.  

(3).  Assessment of the 1991 PNIs

The 1991 PNIs exemplify a threat reduction approach that is unilateral and informal, but
with an element of parallelism.   Their chief advantage was timeliness.  They could be quickly
implemented since they required neither extensive negotiation with the Soviet Union, nor
approval through the domestic U.S. political process.  Extensive consultations with U.S.
European allies also were not required, though it seems unlikely that those allies would have
opposed plans to withdraw ground-launched tactical nuclear weapons.

Also, the U.S. challenged the Soviet Union to adopt parallel actions.  If Gorbachev had
not fulfilled these expectations, the U.S. retained the right to return affected systems quickly to
the pre-existing alert status.

As unilateral actions, the PNIs also rank high on flexibility.  U.S. officials were free to
choose which systems would be included and the pace at which the measures would be put into
place.  Since no agreements were adopted, the U.S. retained greater freedom of withdrawal.  In
particular, the fact that the PNIs are technically reversible in a relatively short time frame has
both pluses and minuses.  If the U.S. can withdraw easily from these measures, the Russian
Federation may do likewise regarding its own parallel actions.  Indeed, there is concern today
that with Russian nuclear doctrine apparently shifting toward greater reliance on nuclear
weapons as a possible defense against conventional military action, pressures may be growing to
renounce the PNIs.  Should the United States ultimately withdraw unilaterally from the ABM
Treaty, renunciation of the PNIs also could be a part of Russia’s overall response.

The fact that either Moscow or Washington could reverse course under the PNIs
highlights a salient feature of parallel unilateral actions; namely, that their political-military
effectiveness does not necessarily turn on the nature of the response from the other side.  Such
actions may be taken largely for their own sake, based on two judgments: first, that the action
will not significantly undermine U.S. security interests, even if the other party’s actions are
inadequate or cannot be verified; and second, that the action contributes to a lessening of
tensions that may induce an adversary to take parallel or similar steps in the direction of threat
reduction. 

From the military perspective, the PNIs initially contributed to enhancing security and
stability, particularly at a time of revolutionary political change in the former Soviet Union.
Concern was greatly reduced about loss of control over Russian tactical weapons as well as
about the status of those weapons as the former Soviet Union broke up.  At the same time, the
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initiative was undertaken without agreed inspection procedures or even a concrete base-line
determination of which systems would be covered.   This has made it difficult to verify whether
the Russian Federation has met its commitments to eliminate various tactical weapons. Recently,
this issue has surfaced with allegations, denied by Moscow, that Russia had redeployed tactical
nuclear weapons to Kaliningrad.  What this indicates is that the lack of verification inherent in
parallel unilateral actions risks generating political controversy between Russia and the United
States.   The unverified and unmonitored storage of large numbers of Russian tactical nuclear
warheads that could be readily mated with compatible delivery systems also could eventually
emerge as an impediment to very deep reductions of strategic systems.  

Nonetheless, since the PNIs involve only political commitments made “in parallel,” the
issue of compliance does not arise in a legal sense.  For the United States, however, a nation with
an open society, free press and media, responsive legislative branch and other institutions that
actively monitor national security issues, a failure to implement national commitments (even of a
unilateral kind) would exact a major political cost for an Administration.  Until recently, such an
“infrastructure of transparency and accountability” did not exist in the Russian Federation (the
former Soviet Union).  The issues of asymmetrical compliance and non-equivalent transparency
must be kept in mind when assessing the value and effectiveness of all threat reduction measures,
but may have a special relevance for parallel unilateral actions like the 1991 PNIs.    

In the political area, the PNIs helped provide assurance to the United States about the
security of Russian tactical nuclear weapons in a period of great uncertainty.  Conversely, U.S.
withdrawals contributed significantly to enhancing confidence on the part of Russia’s political
and military elites that the Federation was not subject to an aggressive nuclear threat.   At a time
of great flux in the internal situation in the former Soviet Union, they also contributed to
managing strategic transformation within Russia, within the former Warsaw Treaty organization,
and between it and NATO.   

Concerning cost effectiveness of the U.S. PNI, removing various systems from high alert
status may have somewhat limited or reduced military costs.  The costs of storing and
dismantling tactical nuclear weapons removed from Europe and shipboard were balanced by the
costs of storing and securing those weapons overseas. Whatever additional costs the United
States had to absorb, moreover, had to be balanced against the payoffs of enhanced reassurance
about the security of former Soviet tactical nuclear weapons. More broadly, parallel unilateral
actions such as the 1991 PNI may entail lesser implementation costs on account of not being
accompanied by extensive and expensive on-site verification measures.  

(4).  Alternative Approaches related to the 1991 PNIs

A basic alternative to the 1991 PNI would have been to negotiate equivalent measures in
a treaty, which could have provided greater clarity and improved the verifiability and possibly
the irreversibility of these parallel measures.  Given western anxiety at the time of the Soviet
collapse about the stability of controls over these nuclear systems, the Bush administration
obviously believed that rapid action was needed.  And, indeed, the Soviet leadership quickly
responded to this “disarmament challenge” with parallel measures.  However, some
commentators have argued that the contribution of the PNIs to threat reduction has diminished
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over time.  This is especially because the absence of verification raises questions about whether
the Russians have carried out the dismantlement of the withdrawn weapons, as claimed.  

It has also been suggested that, in 1991 the Soviet leadership (including the military)
would have responded favorably to a call for a treaty requiring the elimination of certain
categories of tactical nuclear systems.50  This would have been consistent with the Soviet
Union’s long-standing goal of substantially eliminating U.S. theater nuclear weapons in Europe
and its own concerns about command and control of its arsenal.  But for that very reason of
protecting some U.S. nuclear presence in Europe, the treaty push would likely have either proved
unproductive or dragged on in contentious debate about U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe.
Further, such negotiations, it was perceived, —in the midst of German reunification and collapse
of the Warsaw Pact—might well have disrupted relations with key allies.51

5.  Conclusions
  

The foregoing case studies suggest that, despite their differences, the three measures
discussed in this category (Executive Agreements, Parallel Unilateral Actions and Consultative
Mechanisms) possess a number of characteristics that distinguish them from other preventive
threat reduction measures.  

On balance, the most significant of these are the following:       

• Do not necessarily create binding international law obligations and precedents (and do
not contribute directly to the development of norms); parallel unilateral actions are even
less likely to be binding or precedential; 

• May be implemented more rapidly because they typically do not require protracted
negotiations; parallel unilateral actions even less likely to involve lengthy negotiations;

• Have greater flexibility than more structured formal arrangements.  Typically involve
high-level announcement of basic objectives and general features, followed by detailed
implementation at lower governmental levels;

• Typically do not require time-consuming and politically difficult steps to meet domestic
legal or constitutional requirements (such as legislative approval prior to
implementation).   Initiatives requiring new funding or legal authority would need
legislative approval;

• May not require joint or parallel actions by the counterpart nation (especially Parallel
Unilateral Actions);

• Easier to revise or adjust rapidly to changed technological, military, economic or political
developments;

• Particularly for parallel unilateral actions and consultative mechanisms, easier to
withdraw from ineffective arrangements than from formal treaties or executive
agreements

• Typically lack detailed verification or inspection measures (except financial
audits for funded programs;  Pu Disposition being an exception);

• In some instances, a potentially greater implementation role for private entities;
                                                          
50 See Nikolai Sokov, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons,” Issue 21, Disarmament Diplomacy, 1998.
51 This reflects conversations with individuals in the USG at the time.
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• In some instances, may require substantial funding for activities by foreign entities in
another country, rather than for activities by U.S. within the U.S. (raises issues of costs,
accountability and control);

• Burden-sharing may be easier to adjust to circumstances of each party than in other
formal typically reciprocal arrangements;

• Permit parties to learn from experience, enabling lessons to be incorporated
into other formal instruments at a later time (particularly consultative mechanisms);

• May lack clarity as to objectives, expectations and responsibilities of the parties;
• Typically but not always have lower “political visibility” than treaties, which make them

less vulnerable to disruption/cancellation on political grounds.
        

Applying these characteristics in light of the case studies discussed above, some general
observations can be made about each of the three approaches.

6.  Alternative Approaches

a.  Executive Agreements

In a political context where negotiation and domestic approval of formal treaties has
become increasingly difficult, Executive Agreements can be an alternative means for conducting
threat reduction initiatives.  It has sometimes been thought that Executive Agreements establish
political, rather than legal, obligations between the parties.  However, that depends on whether
the instrument reflects an intention to be legally bound and whether it is sufficiently precise to
determine rights and obligations.  Depending on their provisions, Executive Agreements can
include virtually all the elements of treaties, including lengthy annexes or protocols on
verification, dispute resolution, rights and obligations, and the like.

But further, this distinction between legal and political commitments may not have great
relevance to whether a particular initiative constitutes an effective threat reduction measure.
More important, by far, is whether the parties abide by their undertakings and whether each has
confidence that the elements of the initiative, taken as a whole, enhances its security.  In that
regard, it is difficult in light of past experience to conclude that parties are more inclined to abide
by treaties than by executive agreements – both have been honored, both have been violated.  

The hallmarks of Executive Agreements are their timeliness and flexibility.  In
circumstances where the need for prompt action and political or security interests outweigh the
need for legal clarity and enforceability, Executive Agreements provide the logical option.
However, an important pre-condition for using an Executive Agreement rather than a treaty in a
specific threat reduction initiative is whether all or most of the actions needed to implement the
agreement are within the Executive’s existing powers and funding authorizations (whether of the
U.S. or Russian Federation).  In this regard, particular note should be taken of legislative
restraints in the Arms Control and Disarmament Act concerning arms control measures.  Sub-
section 2573(b) of Title 22, United States Code provides that:
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“No action shall be taken pursuant to this chapter or any other Act that would obligate the United States to
reduce or limit the Armed Forces or armaments of the United States in a militarily significant manner,
except pursuant to the treaty-making power of the President set forth in Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 of
the Constitution or unless authorized by the enactment of further legislation by the Congress of the United
States.”

Interpretation of this legislative prohibition can obviously involve complex issues,
particularly regarding the term “in a militarily significant manner.”  However, embarking on
initiatives that may be viewed by the legislative branch as exceeding authority or where funding
is not likely to be approved carries significant risks.        

b.  Parallel Unilateral Actions

Parallel unilateral measures have the advantage of even greater timeliness and flexibility
than Executive Agreements.  When time is of the essence because of rapidly changing political
or military developments, such actions may be the only option.  For the United States, unilateral
initiatives also can be implemented more consistently and predictably because they are less
subject to the constraints inherent in relying on the actions or perceptions of another party.  Thus,
such measures can be effective, particularly in gaining political advantage, even in circumstances
where reciprocal action by an adversary is not expected, or perhaps even desired. They also may
be useful as political confidence building measures, even in cases where they do not achieve
significant technical or military benefits.

However, failing to reach a documented agreement with a corresponding party can risk a
lack of clarity or misinterpretation about what measures each side will be taking, at least in those
situations where some parallel action is expected.  Parallel unilateral actions have also been
criticized for lacking adequate verification or irreversibility.  Whether such criticism is relevant
basically turns on the expectations of the parties over the time during which the initiative is to be
implemented.  If an initiative has been both understood and advertised as standing on its own,
without a major concern about whether another party can be shown to be taking certain parallel
or reciprocal actions, verification and irreversibility are not an issue.  However, in many
situations, an initiative either will be intended to produce reciprocal action or will have been
represented to domestic public opinion or the legislature as involving shared commitments with
another government.  In such cases, failure to be able to demonstrate compliance can have a
corrosive effect on sustaining political support for both the specific threat reduction initiative and
broader underlying policy.    

c.  Consultative Mechanisms

The hallmark of freestanding bodies established to consider possible threat reduction
measures lies in their procedural nature.  Agreement to meet in a specific forum to discuss a
subject or range of subjects does not commit the parties to any substantive outcome.  Thus, such
mechanisms provide maximum flexibility in assessing and developing a variety of initiatives to
reduce the threat of conflict or its consequences.  Consultative bodies inherently strengthen
habits of cooperation.  Of course, it is possible for political tensions to convert such bodies into
polarized venues for unproductive invective.  However, in such circumstances, the bodies
typically just cease to meet.  Depending on many factors, consultative bodies can be efficient and
productive, or mere “talking shops” in which national perspectives are ventilated.  If such bodies



III-66

are to function most effectively for preventive threat reduction, close attention must be paid to
several factors:

• a reasonably clear set of goals and objectives
• participation by the appropriate type of people to resolve the issues at hand, 

(whether technical, military, economic, legal, political)
• representation at the appropriate level 
• a realistic work program and decisionmaking procedures
• mechanisms to coordinate the activities of a particular body with the relevant

activities of other parts of the government in areas of common interest
• a mechanism for regular liaison with the legislative branch and, where

relevant, private commercial or interest organizations
• a process for dispute resolution
• a “sunset” provision for terminating or re-orienting the group when its mission

has been completed

Exchanges enable the parties to educate each other about their perspectives, perceived
security needs and capabilities (military, technical, economic, legal and political), without having
to commit themselves to specific positions or negotiating objectives.  If desired, however, such
fora can also become the venue for active negotiations or for resolving issues raised elsewhere.
The key factors in determining a particular consultative mechanism’s role and effectiveness
include: scope of mandate; nature of participation (military, diplomatic, legal, technical,
legislative, bilateral, multilateral, or a combination thereof); level of participation; relationship to
other institutions; and practices and procedures (e.g., frequency of meetings, venues, publicity,
confidentiality, decisionmaking).
                

Although the kind of consultative mechanisms discussed in this case study are not tied to
particular treaty regimes, they typically foster important synergies with other threat reduction
efforts.  A lower-level technical group can explore options and make proposals for projects or
agreements.  A high-level political group can provide policy guidance and take decisions to
resolve disputes that could impede development or implementation of actions at the operational
level.  And consultative bodies can become a negotiating forum for treaties or agreements,
particularly during their earliest stages.
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E.  Transgovernmental Arrangements – The Cooperative Threat Reduction Program52

1.  Introduction

Preventive threat reduction includes those actions, whether formal treaties, executive
understandings and informal agreements, unilateral steps, or other nontraditional arrangements,
aimed at reducing the threat to U.S. security and global stability primarily, but not exclusively,
by nuclear weapons as well as by biological and chemical weapons and their means of delivery.
Transgovernmental arrangements refer to those activities that are neither formal measures nor
independent actions that a government might take in its own interest. Transgovernmental
arrangements do involve government-to-government activities.  But those government-to-
government activities are carried out a lower level than in either the treaty or executive
agreement process – frequently at the sub-cabinet level rather than the presidential level.
Moreover, government-to-government activities are complemented by extensive activities by
private contractors, national laboratories, and other non- or semi-governmental entities. The
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) Program is such an arrangement. 

Initiated at the beginning of the 1990s, CTR used the foundation gained from formal
negotiations and agreements of the 1980s (notably the Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of their Intermediate-
Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (the INF Treaty) and the Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Reduction and Limitation of
Strategic Offensive Arms (the START Treaty)) to continue the threat reduction process during a
period of significant change in the threat environment. During a period when the Soviet Union
dissolved, several nuclear successor states came into being, and events on the international stage
impacted U.S. interests (notably Russian actions in Chechnya, NATO expansion, and U.S.
actions in Kosovo), the CTR Program provided a continuity of engagement on national security
matters of interest to the United States. While primarily focused on nuclear weapons and their
associated delivery systems, the CTR Program today encompasses other weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) initiatives and includes more than the nuclear successor states of the former
Soviet Union (FSU). 

This case study first places CTR in the broader spectrum of U.S. threat reduction efforts.
It then provides a progress report on the CTR Program in light of its established goals and
objectives as well as the measures of effectiveness (MOEs) set out earlier. Discussion then turns
to this approach as a means of preventive threat reduction, compared to both formal negotiations
and agreements and independent actions taken by the United States. From this, judgments can be
made as to the applicability of transgovernmental arrangements, such as the CTR Program, to
other potential initiatives relating to preventive threat reduction.

CTR as Part of The Threat Reduction Continuum. The CTR Program grew out of the
environment of the late 1980s, early 1990s. To recall, this was the period of the transformations
within the Soviet Union that led to its dissolution in December 1991, the Berlin Wall collapse in
1989 and an attempted coup to remove President Gorbachev in August 1991.  For their part,
Ashton Carter and William Perry proposed an innovative way to address concerns over security
                                                          
52 Case study authored by Emery Chase, Deputy Operations Manager, Science Applications International
Corporation. 



of nuclear weapons and materials in the Soviet Union in their 1991 book, “Cooperative De-
Nuclearization.” Not long thereafter, these concerns over the potential loss of control over
nuclear weapons and materials combined with the perception of a window of opportunity to
engage the Soviet Union in a cooperative manner led Congress to enact the Soviet Nuclear
Threat Reduction Act (Public Law 102-228) in the Fall of 1991.

The legislation was bipartisan in nature and was supported by the Executive Branch. It
responded to a request from then Soviet President Gorbachev, exploiting a cooperative
opportunity. In examining the language of the legislation, it should be noted that there is no
formal link to existing treaty requirements. It reflected a belief that the changing political
situation in the Soviet Union presented a broad threat to U.S. interests and global security.53 
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Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act, Public Law 102-228

“Findings. -- Congress Finds --
(1) that Soviet President Gorbachev has requested Western help in dismantling

nuclear weapons, and President Bush has proposed United States Cooperation on the
storage, transportation, dismantling, and destruction of Soviet nuclear weapons;

(2) that the profound changes underway in the Soviet Union pose three types of
danger to nuclear safety and stability, as follows: (A) ultimate disposition of nuclear
weapons among the Soviet Union, its republics, and any successor entities that is not
conducive to weapons safety or to international stability; (B) seizure, theft, sale, or
use of nuclear weapons or components; and (C) transfers of weapons, weapons
components, or weapons know-how outside of the territory of the Soviet Union, its
republics, and any successor entities, that contribute to worldwide proliferation; and

(3) that it is in the national security interests of the United States
(A) to facilitate on a priority basis the transportation, storage, safeguarding,

and destruction of nuclear and other weapons in the Soviet Union, its republics, and
any successor entities; and

(B) to assist in the prevention of weapons proliferation”
III-68

Figure 3-19

When the new Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act was enacted in the fall of 1991, it
rovided a vehicle for the transition from the Cold War approach of the 1980s to the cooperative
ngagement approach of the 1990s that continues today. In so doing, it built on previous
egotiations and agreements, notably the INF Treaty signed in 1987 and the START Treaty
gned in 1991, these established a common understanding of terminology as well as a
amework for discussions and relations for nuclear threat reduction. Still other multi-lateral
egotiations and agreements included the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the
iological Weapons Convention (BWC) and the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). In
ddition, the United States and Russia participate in Confidence and Security-Building Measures

SBMs) as part of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). Thus, a
lid basis existed for continued interaction between the United States and the successor states of
e FSU on issues relating to threat reduction. 

                                                        
  Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act, Public Law 102-228, November 1991.
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As actual implementation began, however, there was ample evidence of the vestiges of
mistrust that existed between the United States and the Soviet Union and its successor states. In
the first exchanges addressed at implementing the legislation, the Russian representatives
proposed that the United States simply send the money to Russia because they knew best how to
spend it. The U.S. countered with specific ideas about improving security at nuclear weapon
storage sites. Both sides kept their specific ideas fairly closely held.  For example, the initial
CTR Program long-range plans were classified because the U.S. position on where assistance
would focus was considered sensitive. Current versions are unclassified.
 

The United States has also taken independent action, most notably the Presidential
Nuclear Initiatives (PNI) of September 1991 and January 1992, and entered into a number of
executive agreements with Russia relating to threat reduction, such as the Gore-Chernomyrdin
Agreement of Reactor Conversion, the Agreement on Plutonium Disposition and the Exchange
of Warning Agreement. Besides the CTR Program, the Materials Protection, Control, and
Accounting (MPC&A) Program managed by the Department of Energy (DOE), the International
Science and Technology Centers (ISTCs) administrated by the Department of State (DOS), and
the Arctic Military Environmental Council (AMEC) cooperatively managed by the DoD with
participation by Russia and Norway provide other examples of transgovernmental arrangements
between the United States and Russia. These arrangements all benefited from cooperative
relationships established by the CTR Program and subject to similar certification of eligibility
requirements. During the past decade, still other threat reduction actions, such as the Lisbon
Agreement, START II, the Helsinki Agreement, and the commencement of START III
negotiations all relate in some manner to aspects of the CTR Program.

Pre 1980s 1980s 1990s Post 1990s
Cold War
ABM Treaty
NPT
SALT
LTBT
TTBT

Post Cold War
SDI Debate
INF Treaty
Berlin Wall Falls

Soviet Union Dissolves
Chechnya 
Kosovo
NATO Expansion
NMD Debate
Indo/Pak Nuclear Tests
START I Treaty
START II Treaty
CTBT
Nunn Lugar/CTR
MPC&A
PNI
Gore-Chernomyrdin

NMD Debate
START III
CTR

Figure 3-20

World events such as Russian activities in Chechnya, NATO and U.S. intervention in
Bosnia and Kosovo, NATO expansion, the debate regarding National Missile Defense (NMD),
and the future of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty have also impacted U.S. and
Russian relations. Throughout, CTR has provided a thread of continuity on threat reduction that
continues today. 

CTR in Context
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2.  The CTR Program: Process, Goals and Objectives

As described above, the CTR Program is designed to address the threat to U.S. and
international security posed by excess weapons of mass destruction in the states of the former
Soviet Union and their potential proliferation due to of a loss of control over the weapons,
material, or critical technology. When Congress initiated the CTR Program, originally known as
the Nunn-Lugar Program, in 1991, it also established a formal structure for the execution of the
Program that remains in effect today and provides the framework within which the Program is
executed. The DoD was designated as the Executive Agent for the Program. Execution of the
Program has been subsequently delegated to the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) in
accordance with guidance from the Under Secretary for Policy (USD (P)). On an annual basis,
the President, or his designated representative (the Secretary of State), must certify to Congress
the eligibility of recipient states for U.S. assistance. This certification must state that the recipient
state is complying with all relevant arms control agreements and international human rights
standards. Originally, the nuclear successor states of Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan
were the only states certified for assistance. Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan have been certified
annually since 1993. Belarus is no longer certified as eligible to receive assistance under the
Program as a result of failure to meet human rights objectives, but is still subject to audits
through FY 2001 of assistance previously received. Georgia, Moldova and Uzbekistan are now
also certified to receive CTR assistance. In addition, Kyrgyzstan is certified to participate in
Defense and Military contacts while Armenia and Azerbaijan are being considered. Other states
of the FSU may be considered at a later date.

Before any assistance is provided, the United States and the recipient state are required to
enter into an overarching “umbrella” agreement. This government-to-government agreement
specifies the broad categories of assistance to be provided and explicitly delineates the rights of
the United States to conduct audits of the assistance provided to ensure use in the manners
specified. This overarching, or “umbrella” agreement, has been negotiated and is in place for all
the states currently certified as eligible under the CTR Program. For each CTR project, a specific
implementing agreement is negotiated, establishing the details and framework for that project. 

In negotiating an implementing agreement, representatives from DoD meet with their
counterparts from the recipient state to work out the details of the specific project. The
implementing agreement must be in accordance with policy guidance established through the
interagency and within the guidance of congressional language. The implementing agreement
then provides the specifics for a specific effort. For example, the agreement with Russia relating
to ballistic submarine dismantlement states the number and type of submarines to be dismantled,
the schedule for their dismantlement, the portion of the project that is Russian responsibility, and
the maximum dollars that the United States is prepared to allocate for that effort. 

Lastly, Congress has required a series of reports that include notification of intent to
obligate funds before expenditures against a project are allowed, periodic status reports, an
annual report on the results of the audits of CTR projects, and an annual long-range program
plan. 

These processes operate in parallel with the U.S. budget process. Funds for the CTR
Program are included in the President’s budget request for the DoD and are subject to the annual
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appropriation and authorization cycle. In both the Defense Appropriation and Authorization
Acts, Congress has specified dollar ceilings against program areas and placed other restrictions
as deemed appropriate. The result of this degree of Congressional involvement has been a
Program with goals and objectives clearly delineated by both the Administration and by
Congress and documented between the United States and recipient states as to what is to be
provided and what conditions are to be met. The nature of the processes combined with the
budget cycle has resulted in funds not being made available to the DoD until late in each fiscal
year. In essence, Program execution has lagged almost a full year behind funds availability. This
degree of Congressional involvement in the process has been, at times, a matter of contention
with the U.S. Administration.54 The processes are summarized in the table below.

Figure 3-21
The Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act, and subsequent language included annually in

both the Defense Authorization and Appropriation Acts, established the goal of cooperative
engagement. The current CTR Program, as coordinated within the Administration, defines five
inter-related activities. They are: 1) the destruction of nuclear, chemical, biological, and other
weapons; 2) safeguarding the transportation, storage, and disablement of weapons prior to
destruction; 3) establishing safeguards against proliferation; 4) supporting the conversion of the
military-industrial complex to civilian purposes; and 5) expanding military-to-military contacts
between the United States and the former Soviet Union states.55 From this goal, the DoD has
evolved five CTR objectives. These objectives are reported to Congress through the annual CTR
long-range plan.56

                                                          
54 U.S. Department of Defense (DOD). Remarks made by Ashton Carter, Assistant Secretary of Defense, at a DOD
News Briefing, 23 May 1995.
55 U.S. Department of Defense, “Cooperative Threat Reduction Multi-Year Program Fiscal Year 2000,” Page 1-2.
56 Ibid, Page 1-2.

The CTR Process

• Program initiated by legislation in the fall of 1991, has been authorized annually by legislation
since. Beginning with FY1994, funding has been proposed by the President each year and
appropriated by Congress.

• Annual certification by the President of eligibility for assistance against specified criteria required.
• Overarching "umbrella" agreement between the United States and recipient specifying rights and

scope required. These agreements have time duration and include audit procedures.
• Separate implementing agreements are negotiated for each specific initiative providing scope and

objectives to be achieved.
• Notification to Congress on intent to commit funds is required, as well as a full range of periodic

reports.
• The United States executes the Program by providing goods and services, not aid.
• Audits of assistance provided to ensure use in the manner agreed are conducted on a regular basis.
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CTR Program Objectives

• Objective 1: Assist Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus to become non-nuclear weapons states and
eliminate Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) limited systems and WMD infrastructure.

• Objective 2: Assist Russia in accelerating strategic arms reductions to START levels.
• Objective 3: Enhance safety, security, control, accounting, and centralization of nuclear weapons and

fissile material in the former Soviet Union to prevent their proliferation and encourage their reduction.
• Objective 4: Assist the former Soviet Union states to eliminate and prevent proliferation of biological

and chemical weapons capability.
• Objective 5: Encourage military reductions and reforms and reduce proliferation threats in the former

Soviet Union.
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Figure 3-22
These goals and objectives have evolved over the life of the CTR Program. In particular,

rly in the Program, the objectives were more closely tied to meeting formal agreements. The
forts included support to materials control, support to border controls, corollary programs such
 conversion of defense industries to non-military purposes, and a significant commitment to
sist Russia in the destruction of its chemical weapons stockpile. Congress has since established
e Material, Protection, Control, and Accounting  (MPC&A) Program under the management of
e Department of Energy (DOE), ceased support for defense conversion and eliminated funding
r the destruction of chemical weapons (undertaken to assist Russia in meeting its obligations
der the Chemical Weapons Convention). They have redirected the focus of the Program to the

imination of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems and to the prevention of
oliferation.  

Because of the inability of recipient states to meet their responsibilities under the
plementing agreements, the definition of elimination of weapons of mass destruction and
sociated delivery systems has been broadened to include a systems approach. For example, the
imination of submarines includes not just the removal and destruction of the launch tubes in
cordance with START guidelines, but the elimination of the entire submarine including the
moval and processing of the reactor core and the elimination of the submarine launched
llistic missiles associated with the submarines. Too often, however, this inability has not been
cognized until projects are well underway, resulting in project cost growth and reprioritization
 remain within fiscal constraints

The CTR Program goals are attained through two primary means: by directly contracting
ith host nation entities for the dismantlement of a weapons system; and by providing goods
d/or services to assist the recipient state in implementing or accelerating a dismantlement or
n-proliferation project.  Originally, the Program operated under a fairly strict interpretation of
idance to use American contractors to the maximum extent practical. In recent years,
pecially in Russia, direct contracting with Russian firms has been initiated where it made sense
om a cost or sensitivity standpoint. For example, the ballistic missile submarine dismantlement
 being done through direct contracting with the Russian shipyards. The specific
complishments towards attainment of the CTR goals form the basis for the Program’s
easures of effectiveness. 
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CTR Program Accomplishments

• 5,014 warheads deactivated in Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and
Kazakhstan

• 405 ICBMs destroyed in Russia and Ukraine
• 365 ICBM silos destroyed in Russia, Ukraine and

Kazakhstan
• 67 bombers eliminated in Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan
• 157 long-range nuclear ALCMs destroyed in Ukraine
• 256 SLBM launchers eliminated in Russia
• 144 SLBMs eliminated in Russia
• 17 SSBNs destroyed in Russia
• 194 nuclear test tunnels/holes sealed in Kazakhstan
Figure 3-23
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hese accomplishments do not include treaty-required elimination
ut support from the CTR Program. As a result, no direct
een the CTR accomplishments shown above and those reported
dum of Understanding (MOU).

accomplishment of the CTR Program was its contribution to the
azakhstan, and Belarus to become nuclear weapons free in
rotocol. Kazakhstan became nuclear weapons free in 1995. Belarus
1996. All three states have acceded to the Nonproliferation Treaty
s states. 

 added a range of activities to the scorecard that reflect the
being taken. These include nuclear weapons storage site security
duction reactors converted, biological warfare facilities dismantled,
e security enhancements, and tons of plutonium recovered from
laced in the fissile material storage facility.59
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can be judged. This has resulted in both praise and criticism, which will be addressed later in this
paper.

3.  The CTR Program: Progress to Date

How well do the accomplishments of the CTR Program rate against the Program’s stated
measures of effectiveness as well as against those measures of effectiveness identified in Section
II of this report? The CTR Program is firmly anchored in the principle of cooperative
engagement. Every activity undertaken in the Program is based on specific agreements reached
between both parties. The United States and the recipient state must agree on the specific tasks to
be accomplished and the responsibilities and rights of both parties. For the United States, that
requires the proposed activity to be within the legal basis for the Program. Thus, the task must be
consistent with existing arms control agreements, U.S. policy guidance and within budgetary and
program guidance provided by the Congress. For the recipient state, the activity to be undertaken
must be consistent with their national security and national policy objectives as well as meeting
relevant arms control requirements.  How these are specifically accomplished can best be
demonstrated in light of the preventive threat reduction measures of effectiveness identified
above.

One of the most significant accomplishments of the CTR Program was its contribution to
the denuclearization of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. When the Soviet Union dissolved in
December 1991, four nuclear successor states were formed. Today, only Russia remains a
nuclear weapons state. In accordance with the Lisbon Protocol, Belarus, Ukraine, and
Kazakhstan have returned all nuclear weapons from their soil and acceded to the NPT as non-
nuclear weapons states. Significant progress has been made in all these states, including Russia,
in achieving nuclear weapon delivery systems reductions in accordance with START
requirements. In addition, assistance has been provided to Russia, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan to
assist in the elimination of former chemical and biological weapon production capabilities. In
many instances, supporting WMD infrastructure has been eliminated. Assistance has been
provided specifically addressing security of nuclear weapons while in transit or storage awaiting
dismantlement. A major project to provide safe and secure long-term storage of recovered
nuclear material from dismantled weapons is underway at Mayak, Russia. All of the assistance
being provided included agreed provisions for the United States to audit the assistance being

CTR Program Characteristics

• Addresses U.S. national security objectives of threat reduction and proliferation prevention.
• Based on a cooperative, bilateral relationship between the U.S. and recipient partner.
• While reflecting existing formal arms control arrangements, includes broader scope.
• Has both legislative and executive branch support and is included in the annual budget process.
• Has an established process that reflects U.S. interests.
• Has defined goals and objectives and an understood set of metrics to measure progress against.
• Costs of the Program are disproportionately borne by the United States.
• Includes an audit regime that satisfies concerns over compliance by recipients with the established

terms of agreement.

Figure 3-24
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provided to ensure that it is being utilized in accordance with the agreements. In addition, since
much of the assistance is directed towards meeting START objectives, START verification
procedures are also in place. The progress towards meeting START objectives contributes to
international security. 

There is no question that the CTR Program has enhanced patterns of cooperation between
the United States and recipient countries. The Program has built upon the legacy of past and on-
going negotiations pertaining to formal agreements to enhance shared understanding of many
areas involving national security interests. There have been literally hundreds of interactions
between participants at every level. In many cases, U.S. contractors are on-site in the recipient
states, including Russia, performing the agreed support. The result has been an ever-increasing
openness and transparency of activities relating to threat reduction. In turn, the routine
accomplishment of the audit process has built confidence by the United States that the assistance
is being used in the manner agreed. In fact, under auspices of the Program, new approaches to
transparency are being explored. One example is the transparency experiment conducted at Los
Alamos National Laboratory to demonstrate the ability to confirm nuclear weapons origin for
material to be stored at Mayak without disclosing national security information. The outcome of
this experiment may impact the future of a potential START III regime where warhead counting
may be one of the outcomes. While the CTR Program is the largest effort addressing the threat of
excess weapons of mass destruction in the former Soviet Union, it is not the only such effort.
Internationally, CTR works with the NATO Senior Group on Proliferation. The United States,
France and the United Kingdom coordinated an early program to meet Russian near-term needs
for secure nuclear weapons transport.60

In 1991, Soviet President Gorbachev requested United States assistance for reducing
excess Soviet strategic delivery systems. It remains questionable whether the successor states of
the former Soviet Union possess the resources required to meet their treaty obligations. The
contributions of assistance provided by the CTR Program have directly helped in meeting arms
control treaty requirements by the recipient states. Progress by Russia, in particular, in meeting
its START obligations has allowed the United States to reduce its strategic forces accordingly,
with resultant resource savings in addition to the national security enhancement from the mutual
weapons reductions. The annual cost to the United States for the CTR program has averaged
from $400M to $450M. This represents less than 1% of annual national security expenditures.
Through the end of FY2000, the CTR Program budget has amounted to over $3.1B, of which
approximately $2.6B has been obligated against specific projects. 

In pursuit of its broad objectives, the CTR Program has flexibly sought to focus on the
opportunities afforded as a result of the dissolution of the Soviet Union. While the overall
structure and goals of the Program are constant across all recipient states, specific programs and
objectives have been tailored to each state’s national situation. This has been especially true with
Russia. Russia remains a nuclear weapons state with significant capabilities and recognized
national security imperatives. The approaches to projects in Russia have recognized that
imperative. For example, special arrangements for conducting audits relating to improvements to
security at nuclear weapon storage sites were developed to protect Russian security concerns
while meeting United States audit requirements. Because the CTR Program has provided a
                                                          
60 U.S. Department of Defense.  Office of Public Affairs. “CTR Brochure,” OSD, Public Affairs, August 1997, page
13.
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government-to-government structure allowing specific projects to be established at a relatively
lower level, unique opportunities have arisen that probably could not have been accomplished
under any formal arms control process. Examples have included Project Sapphire where
weapons grade material was removed from a less secure environment in Kazakhstan and the
purchase of high performance nuclear capable aircraft from Moldova.

4.  Assessment of the Transgovernmental Approach as a Process Using CTR as an
                 Example

While the CTR Program, as judged against the measures of effectiveness described
earlier, represents an apparent demonstration of success of the transgovernmental arrangement,
the Program has not been without criticism. Initially, neither the United States nor the recipient
states embraced it. The initial legislation establishing the Program provided authority to
reprogram existing DoD resources to meet CTR Program goals. That meant that the resources
had to come out of existing programs. Not surprisingly, the DoD did not embrace this. In
addition, suspicion and disagreements marked initial discussions between the United States and
recipient states over the focus of the support. Of the original authority to reprogram up to $400M
in FY92 DoD funds, less than $6M was actually obligated that FY. The first required formal
state-to-state agreement between the United States and Russia was not executed until June 1992,
almost six months after enactment of the legislation. In fact, over the first several years of the
Program, obligation and disbursement rates were so low that they became de facto measures of
effectiveness for the Program. In October of 1994, the General Accounting Office found that the
Program’s spending pace was initially slowed by a number of factors, raising questions as to the
effectiveness of the Program against its stated goals.61 Today, after nine years of the Program,
these criticisms have largely disappeared. However, other issues relating to funding remain.

There are three main criticisms regarding funding. First is the issue that funding is
fungible. The assistance being provided by the United States allows the recipient states to
allocate resources they otherwise would have spent on threat reduction activities to maintain or
modernize their military forces. This is particularly true of Russia, which continues development
of a new, replacement ICBM and the maintenance of a strategic nuclear capability. The second
related criticism is that we are, in essence, paying ‘protection money’ to the recipient states for
the elimination of the capabilities supported by the Program.62  The third criticism is that the cost
of the Program continues to increase, especially regarding the fissile material storage facility at
Mayak and the proposed chemical weapons destruction facility planned for Shchuch’ye.63,64

These criticisms basically assert that the CTR Program would not exist without the U.S. funding.
While this is undoubtedly true, it does not alter the results of the Program. For any

                                                          
61 U.S. General Accounting Office. Report to Congressional Requesters, on “Weapons of Mass Destruction:
Reducing the Threat From the Former Soviet Union,” October 1994, Page 3.
62 Comments Made by Participant, Panel 6, Cooperative Threat Reduction-Is it the Future of Arms Control?
“Summary of the 8th Annual International Conference on Controlling Arms, Controlling Arms: The Next
Generation,” Defense Threat Reduction Agency, 1-4 June 1999, Pages 76-77.
63 U.S. Congress. House. Armed Services Committee. U.S. General Accounting Office.  Report to the Chairman and
ranking Minority Member, on “Weapons of Mass Destruction, Effort to Reduce Russian Arsenals May Cost More,
Achieve Less Than Planned,” April, 1999, Page 2.
64 U.S. Congress. House. Armed Services Committee. U.S. General Accounting Office. Report to the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member on, “Weapons of Mass Destruction, Reducing the threat From the former Soviet Union:
An Update,” June 1995, Page 3.
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transgovernmental arrangement, judgements regarding the benefits received against the cost of
the program will always be required. Regarding the CTR Program, former Secretary of Defense
William Perry stated that, “Investing in these programs today…saves us blood and treasure
tomorrow.”65

Of particular importance to the success of the CTR Program has been its relative
insulation from politics. Since its inception in the fall of 1991 as the Nunn-Lugar Program, it has
enjoyed bi-partisan support in Congress. After the elections in 1992, it was also embraced by the
Clinton Administration and was included in the annual budget submission. It was former
Secretary of Defense Les Aspen who first coined the phrase “Defense by other means.”66

Successive Secretaries of Defense have also supported the Program. This has also been true of
the recipient states. With the exception of Belarus, which has not been certified as eligible for
assistance since 1996, recipient states have supported execution of the Program and have made
substantial progress toward the Program objectives described above. This may be partly
attributable to the nature of the Program, e.g. low visibility with clear payoffs against an agreed
potential threat.

This continuity of execution has continued despite periodic tensions between parties that
have impacted other relationships. This has included Russian operations in Chechnya, U.S.
involvement in Bosnia and Kosovo, NATO expansion and the debate over National Missile
Defense. The results from the CTR Program contribute to long-range objectives for participants
that outweigh short-term political issues. The degree of oversight by Congress, however, has
been a matter of some criticism and has impacted the flexibility and direction of the Program.
This has been especially true with regards to the Russian chemical weapons destruction program
where Congress has declined the Administration’s request for continued funding. The number of
restrictions and required reporting described earlier as part of the CTR process poses an
administrative and time delay burden on Program execution.

Compared to formal, the CTR Program has provided a responsive and flexible capability
to deal with opportunities for preventive threat reduction. As mentioned earlier, the flexibility
and responsiveness of the CTR Program resulted in the purchase and removal of poorly secured
highly enriched uranium from Kazakhstan under Project Sapphire and the purchase of high
performance aircraft from Moldova.  In addition, a smaller purchase of highly enriched uranium
was made from Georgia. 

Further, the hands-on nature of the CTR Program and the extensive involvement of U.S.
contractors in its implementation provide important measures of verification of the results of the
Program.  In addition, all efforts conducted under the Program include a right of audit and
examination to ensure that the assistance provided is being used in the agreed manner. In fact,
specific verification requirements from formal agreements at times act as impediments to CTR
Program execution. An example is the set of display requirements associated with strategic
missile silo destruction established in the START Treaty. In Ukraine, a United States contractor
being technically managed by a DTRA official is eliminating the silos. Because of START
verification requirements for display of the destruction of the silo headwork, the dismantlement
                                                          
65 U.S. Congress. Testimony of William J. Perry, Secretary of Defense, on “A Defense Strategy for the Post-Cold
War,” 4 March 1996, Page 3.
66 Ibid. Page 3.
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schedule is actually longer than it would otherwise have been. Currently, START requirements
for mobile missile elimination are posing additional requirements for accountability for the
separate missile stages where different elimination methods may be warranted because of
different propellant sensitivities. Nonetheless, this ability to provide effective verification
through hands-on participation in the elimination processes depends on specific projects being in
place. For Russia, the results so far are mixed, with Russians not receptive to a U.S. contractor
presence for eliminating SSBNs, but prepared for support in missile silo elimination.

To the extent mutually agreeable, the CTR Program can support reductions beyond those
currently codified by treaty and ensure a level of verification through the established audit
process acceptable to meet U.S. national security objectives. For example, there is no treaty
requirement for the elimination of Russian ballistic missile submarines, only the ballistic missile
launcher. It is clearly in the national security interests of the United States that the entire
submarine is eliminated in a safe and secure manner. Another example is the elimination of
missile propellants in conjunction with actual missile elimination in Russia and Ukraine or the
elimination of certain categories of missile bodies in conjunction with the launcher system. The
CTR Program is also providing a framework to explore future threat reduction initiatives that
may ultimately be codified in formal treaties. As discussed earlier, the transparency
demonstration at Los Alamos National Laboratory addresses transparency issues that may be
central to a future warhead counting regime. The openness and trust built up through the CTR
Program may introduce alternate verification regimes that may be more cooperative and cost
effective in the future.

However, political reality has prevented the CTR Program from addressing other
potential areas for preventive threat reduction. While the original legislation authorizing the
Program allows initiatives other than those related to strategic capabilities and weapons of mass
destruction, current U.S. policy has prevented addressing opportunities related to non-strategic
capabilities. This includes conventional armaments such as tactical aircraft, artillery and armored
vehicles. Language in the Committee Report accompanying the Defense Authorization Act for
FY 2001 specifically precludes the use of CTR funds for use in the elimination of conventional
weapons or for the providing of a fossil fuel power station to replace the three plutonium
producing nuclear reactors in Russia.67 Under consideration, as a result of specific Congressional
language in the FY2001 Defense Appropriation Act, is an initiative to address excess Russian
nuclear powered attack submarines. Another area for consideration involves non-strategic
nuclear systems. From the Russian viewpoint, there are still areas too sensitive to allow a
cooperative program into, such as nuclear warhead dismantlement.

The success of the CTR Program has resulted in it being adjusted to focus its efforts more
narrowly on Defense related activities while transferring like efforts to other parts of the U. S.
Government where the effort could be more closely aligned with the Agency functions. This has
included the MPC&A program with the DOE and the ISTC Program with DOS. 

In assessing the CTR Program as an example of a transgovernmental arrangement against
other forms of preventive threat reduction, certain advantages and disadvantages are evident. In
general, a program like CTR provides greater flexibility than traditional agreements and allows a
                                                          
67 U.S. Congress. “Conference Report to Accompany H.R.4205, The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2001,” 6 October 2000.
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more rapid response to changing circumstances. In a situation where there are multiple parties
involved, tailoring for specific partners is possible. Existing treaties and agreements and on-
going negotiations can be leveraged for their contribution to cooperation and openness. In fact,
the results of such arrangements may provide a basis for future treaty arrangements. Because of
the flexibility inherent in this form of preventive threat reduction, costs can be anticipated and
managed.  In addition, they are not necessarily reciprocal in requirements. The CTR Program is
directed towards assisting the recipient states in meeting reduction targets, promoting mutual
security goals. Lastly, such an arrangement significantly contributes to enhancement of
cooperative arrangements and transparency. 

However, there are aspects associated with such an approach that may make it less
applicable in many circumstances. First, to work at all, a cooperative relationship of some sort
must exist. A transgovernmental arrangement, such as the CTR Program, could not function in
an adversarial environment such as characterized traditional arms control negotiations. But such
a Program might not have been possible at all without the past history of relations with the
Soviet Union as reflected in the START Treaty. Having established that initial relationship, CTR
by its own success became a means of its own to further threat reduction goals. Because
transgovernmental arrangements do not have the same legal basis as formal treaties, they are less
irreversible. While the CTR Program includes on-site contractor and U.S. presence and audit
procedures, these are not based on formal treaty obligations and may not provide the same level
of confidence in verifiability. In addition, the costs associated with the CTR Program have been
disproportionately borne by the United States, although the results obtained have been judged to
be worth the investment.68

Figure 3-25

                                                          
68  Op. Cit., Harold J. Johnson, Page 1.

Observations on Applicability of the CTR Approach

• Has greater flexibility than formal arms control;
• Allows for the tailoring of each arrangement for the realities of implementation;
• Is more responsive because the cooperative nature of the arrangement does not require the often

more time-consuming negotiation process associated with formal agreements;
• Through on-site contractor/U.S. presence provides alternative to formal verification procedures;
• Is easier to adjust for changed political, economic, or military developments;
• Permits exploration of alternative approaches to threat reduction prior to codification in formal

agreements;
• Is not necessarily reciprocal;
• Requires a cooperative relationship so may be limited in applicability;
• Are not irreversible, allowing either party to withdraw;
• Lack the binding international law obligations associated with formal agreements;
• May lack clear ties to threat reduction objectives; and
• Costs associated with implementation may be disproportionately borne by one of the parties.
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5.  Other Thoughts on the Preventive Threat Reduction Continuum

Returning to the range of preventive threat reduction approaches, it is apparent that the
various forms are not discrete, exclusionary categories. They form a continuous spectrum that
has as a common basis the reduction of the threat to U.S. security and global stability. No state
enters into any agreement nor takes actions that are contrary to that position. While specific
measures of effectiveness may vary from one arrangement to another, all contribute to threat
reduction in some way. For the most part, this requires that all participants in the arrangement
have to believe that the outcome is in their interest, or they would not enter into the arrangement.
Even in the case of independent actions, such as the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives of 1991, the
expectation was that the independent action by the United States would engender a reciprocal
action that would be in our national interest. 

A transgovernmental arrangement, such as the CTR Program, overlaps on both ends of
the preventive threat reduction spectrum. The CTR Program provides a cooperative means to
help meet the requirements from existing or proposed arms control agreements, while also
seizing other opportunities. It also establishes a precedent and process that can help initiate other
transgovernmental arrangements such as the MPC&A Program and the ISTC. Because of the
measurable achievements, it has provided a basis for executive or independent actions at the
other end of the spectrum, such as the reactor shutdown initiative undertaken under Gore-
Chernomyrdin. Given the ultimate aim of preventive threat reduction, each arrangement that
contributes to United States security and global stability has its role.  As articulated in the White
House “A National Security Strategy for a New Century”, these cooperative based programs
address the new security challenges facing the United States, both by directly reducing the threat
posed by weapons of mass destruction and by preventing proliferation.69 Transgovernmental
arrangements, as illustrated by the CTR Program, clearly contribute towards that aim and
provide a complimentary approach to threat reduction.

6.  Alternative Approaches

Can the CTR approach as an example of a transgovernmental arrangement be used to
support other preventive threat reduction initiatives? The answer is a qualified yes. Former
Secretary of Defense Perry coined the phrase preventive defense, similar in many ways to
preventive threat reduction. Preventive defense rests on its own set of premises; that fewer
weapons of mass destruction in fewer hands makes the United States and the world safer, that
more democracy in more nations means less opportunity for conflict in the world, and that
defense establishments have a major role in building democracy, trust and understanding among
states. He cites the CTR Program as an example of just such an approach and states that such
innovative approaches are required in the new world we face today.70

The applicability of any form of preventive threat reduction depends on the participants,
their relationship and the perception of each participant on the threat being addressed. The CTR
Program has unique characteristics that have contributed to its success that may not be present in
other potential applications. These include the long history of negotiations between the United
                                                          
69  The White House. “A National Strategy for a New Century,” 5 January 1999.
70 Perry, William J., Secretary of Defense, Remarks as Prepared for Delivery at the John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University, 13 May 1996. Pages 2-3.
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States and the Soviet Union; existing treaties and agreements such as START that established a
basis for terminology, objectives and verification; shared experience in participation in
confidence and security building measures; and mutual desire to reduce nuclear weapon systems
and other weapons of mass destruction. In addition, the demise of the Soviet Union provided a
window of opportunity to address issues in a more cooperative manner instead of the more
adversarial approach of the past. Furthermore, the very real economic challenges facing the
states of the former Soviet Union combined with a willingness on the part of the United States to
provide needed resources made such an arrangement possible. The framework for the assistance
established by Congress and accepted by the Administration and the recipient states proved
workable.

7.  Conclusion

Lastly, all participants have continued to support the Program, not only resulting in
measurable progress against the objectives established for the Program, but providing for
potential new agreements in the future. In fact, the expansion of the CTR Program from the
original nuclear successor states of the FSU to include Georgia, Moldova and Uzbekistan reflect
the application of a transgovernmental arrangement to other participants. In addition, the
MPC&A Program under DOE, the ISTCs managed by DOS, and the AMEC Program
administered by DoD all represent additional transgovernmental arrangements related to the
CTR Program. 

While it would be highly unlikely for a similar set of conditions that led to the success of
the CTR Program to exist for potential new initiatives in the future, that may not be a necessary
basis for the application of transgovernmental arrangements. Certainly, there will be other
occasions of failed states and opportunities for cooperative approaches. Key to the success of
such arrangement will be a cooperative relationship between the United States and the other
party, a shared view of the need for threat reduction and a judgement that the costs involved are
out weighed by the benefit obtained. The measures of effectiveness discussed earlier provide a
means of judging applicability and success.

Figure 3-26

Future Potential

• The CTR Program as an example of a transgovernmental arrangement has been a success as judged
against its established measures of merit as well as those determined as applicable for preventive threat
reduction.

• The CTR example, under the right environment, is applicable to a broad range of preventive threat
reduction arrangements where there are:

• Cooperative relations,
• Mutual agreement on goals and objectives,
• General U.S. government support, and
• Cost justified by outcome.

The extension of the CTR Program to additional states of the FSU and the application of similar programs
such as the MPC&A Program, ISTCs, and the AMEC Program reflects the success of this approach.
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In summary, the CTR Program is generally considered to be a success. The cooperative
approach has delivered measurable progress against specified objectives over a period of time
even during periods where relations between parties have been strained. Criticisms of the
Program focus on escalating costs of a few, specific high visibility projects and the perceived
failure of recipients to meet their agreed contributions to the effort. The CTR Program has
clearly benefited from its relation to formal arms control and arms control compliance has
benefited from CTR. The accomplishments of the Program against its objectives and internal
measures of effectiveness reflect limits established by formal agreements.

Overall, the success of the CTR Program has facilitated other transgovernmental
arrangements such as the MPC&A Program and executive and independent actions such as those
established under the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission. In addition, the CTR Program has
advanced the overall cause of threat reduction by providing a means of addressing future limits
addressed by START II or, potentially, by START III. During this period, neither traditional
arms control nor independent actions by the United States would have been as effective in
obtaining the results achieved nor have provided the flexibility and responsiveness to meet the
new challenges that emerged.

While the CTR Program provides a successful example of a transgovernmental
arrangement, its unique circumstances may not provide a basis for future such arrangements.
However, in similar cases involving a failed state where national security interests are present, it
serves as an example against which to make judgements on a case-by-case basis. The measures
of effectiveness for preventive threat reduction provide a high-level standard against which to
judge not only the CTR Program and other transgovernmental arrangements, but also any
preventive threat reduction initiative.
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F.  Transgovernmental Arrangements – The Material Protection, Control, and Accounting
Program71

1. Introduction

One of the greatest security threats facing the United States and the global community is
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).  Among the many foreign policy
instruments available to the U.S. Government to combat WMD proliferation, the preventive
threat reduction effort stands out as an important and useful tool.  Preventive threat reduction at
least for this effort is defined as:  

“Actions taken by the United States, whether via treaties, executive agreements or informal
understandings, unilaterally or through cooperative programs, to reduce the threat to the security
of the United States and to global stability, as constituted principally by nuclear and other
weapons of mass destruction.”

This final case study examines the Material, Protection, Control, and Accounting
program (MPC&A).  Like the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program, MPC&A
exemplifies the transgovernmental approach.  This approach comprises government-to-
government agreements and Memorandums of Understandings (MOU) and may also contain, for
purposes of flexibility and rapidity, less formal arrangements (such as consultative mechanisms).
Generally speaking, the transgovernmental approach seeks to provide technical and financial
assistance through cooperation with the recipient country.72  Unlike the CTR program, which
concentrated on “core defense concerns and the destruction of Russian offensive capabilities,”
the MPC&A program has sought to modernize and improve nuclear material security of the
former Soviet Union’s nuclear complex.  This has entailed direct assistance for protecting
weapons-usable nuclear material at facilities, training Russian scientists in modern MPC&A
techniques, and assisting the Russian regulatory agency’s (GAN) promotion of a national-level
approach to nuclear safeguards.73

This case study of the MPC&A Program first reviews its activities and results to date.  It
then assesses program progress and explores the transgovernmental approach as a process.
Finally, it briefly assesses whether the goals of the MPC&A program could have been better
served by alternative preventive threat reduction approaches.  

a.  Background

The scientific community in the Soviet Union always enjoyed a distinguished place in
society.  The nuclear science community more so, as it was the foundation of Moscow’s
Superpower status.  It received substantial funding, and workers within the community were
                                                          
71 Case study authored by Lara Cantuti, Analyst/Project Manager, Science Applications International Corporation.
72 There are other cooperative programs between the United States DOE and the former Soviet Union to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear material, technology and expertise, such as the Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI), Initiatives for
Proliferation Prevention (IPP), etc.  Due to space constraints, these programs are not examined in this paper.  
73 Nuclear Safeguards are defined as: “an integrated system of physical protection, material accounting, and material
control measures designed to deter, prevent, detect and respond to unauthorized possession, use, or sabotage of
nuclear materials” p.30 Sandia National Laboratory Glossary of Physical Protection Terms, March 1998.



given high salaries and privileges not accorded to the general Soviet population.  Since the
beginning of the Soviet nuclear program, nuclear facilities safeguarded their nuclear materials,
technologies, and expertise under what has been termed the “guns, guards, and gulag (prison)”
system of safeguards.  This labor intensive system was possible because the Soviets could afford
to pay the many guards needed to protect a nuclear facility perimeter and the Soviets had
reasonable confidence in their guard forces’ loyalty and ability to do their job, as many of them
were drawn from the elite KGB services.  Under this system, modern computerized nuclear
material accounting systems were not emphasized because the Soviets believed that the greatest
threats came from those “outside” the nuclear community.  And by isolating the nuclear
scientists and the knowledge they carried, the Soviets believed they were able to control access.
Therefore, as long as no one could breach the guarded perimeter, the Soviets believed their
secrets and materials were safe.  

When the “guns, guards, and gulag” system unraveled with the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, the former Soviet Union found its nuclear materials and infrastructure spread across
eleven time zones, some in newly independent republics, and without any modern computerized
material accounting system and modern physical protection measures.  Adding to this dangerous
situation, the former Soviet Union’s nuclear complexes suffered doubly given the general
worsening of economic conditions as well as the loss of the nuclear complexes’ special status
and privileges.  With so much nuclear material easily accessible and unaccounted for and
individual motivation to sell anything to make up for months of unpaid wages, the security risk
to the nuclear material industry now came as much from within as it had from outside.    

  b.  The Evolution of the MPC&A Program

In the early 1990’s Soviet President Gorbachev requested assistance from the United
States to dismantle and destroy the Soviet’s strategic offensive arms as mandated by the Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START).  With bi-partisan support, the United States embarked upon a
program of technical and financial assistance to the Soviet Union (and later Russia and the
Newly Independent States (NIS)) entitled the Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act, which states: 

                 
(1) that Soviet President Gorbachev has requested Western help in  dismantling nuclear
weapons, and President Bush has proposed United States Cooperation on the storage,
transportation, dismantling, and destruction of Soviet nuclear weapons;
(2) that the profound changes underway in the Soviet Union pose three types of danger to
nuclear safety and stability, as follows:

(A) ultimate disposition of nuclear weapons among the Soviet Union, its republics,
and any successor entities that is not conducive to weapons safety or to
international stability;

(B) seizure, theft, sale, or use of nuclear weapons or components; and
(C) transfers of weapons, weapons components, or weapons know-how outside of

the territory of the Soviet Union, its republics, and any successor entities, that
contribute to worldwide proliferation; and;

(3) that it is in the national security interests of the United States
(A) to facilitate on a priority basis the transportation, storage, safeguarding, and

destruction of nuclear and other weapons in the Soviet Union, its republics, and
any successor entities; and
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              Figure 3-27

    (B) to assist in the prevention of weapons proliferation”1
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The resultant Cooperative Threat Reduction program as it became known, is administered
and implemented by the Department of Defense (DoD).  

Throughout the early 1990’s, there were multiple incidents of nuclear smuggling, some of
which were reported to have originated from the Russian nuclear complex.  These episodes
reinforced fears about nuclear materials unsecured at the nuclear facilities and institutes in the
former Soviet Union and that the lack of controls and the worsening economic conditions could
make nuclear material a prime commodity for smuggling or outright sale to the highest bidder,
including countries of proliferation concern.74  Additionally, terrorist acquisition of nuclear
materials was perceived as clearly posing a danger to U.S. national security interests and allies.
Therefore, a specific program to address nuclear material security was created within the CTR
program.75   

Over the next several years, as the following chronology highlights, the MPC&A
program evolved from a part of DoD’s CTR program to an independent program located at The
Department of Energy (DOE):

1993:  The DoD and MINATOM76 sign an implementing agreement as part of the CTR program
to pursue, “cooperative efforts to secure our common nuclear legacy.”  

1994:  Three pilot programs known as the Lab-to-Lab program were started with cooperation
between nuclear scientists from DOE national laboratories and their former Soviet counterparts
to explore whether MPC&A techniques and technologies could be implemented in a cooperative
program.  Shortly thereafter, the United States and Russia sign a government-to-government
agreement to pursue cooperative nuclear security programs at the MINATOM facility Eleron.

1995:  Presidential Decision Directive-41 (PDD-41) recognizes that securing fissile material in
the former Soviet Union is one of the United States’ top national security priorities and
designates DOE as the Executive Agent for implementing the MPC&A program.  DOE sets up
the MPC&A task force within its Office of Arms Control and Nonproliferation and all CTR
activities relating to MPC&A are transferred to DOE.

1996:  New Russian nuclear facility sites are added to the MPC&A program as part of the
Ministerial meeting between the U.S. Secretary of Energy and the Russian Minister of
MINATOM.

1997:  MPC&A upgrades continue to be performed at over 50 sites in Russia and the Newly
Independent States with DOE completing MPC&A upgrades at 6 sites. 

                                                          
74 The Russians themselves have reported that in the Soviet Union from 1945 to 1991, there were just two attempts
to steal nuclear material whereas from 1991 to 1999, they reported having 23 attempts.  www.Gazeta.ru//htm. 28
September 2000.
75 The limited timeframe prevents an in-depth analysis of all four nuclear successor states’ MPC&A programs,
therefore the rest of the chapter will focus on the Russian Federation and its experience with the MPC&A program. 
76 The Ministry of Atomic Energy (MINATOM) of the Russian Federation.  One of Russia’s most bureaucratic and
influential ministries.  MINATOM employs 556,000 employees, 156,000 subsidiary agencies and has an estimated
budget of $3 billion per year. 
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1998:  At latest count, weapons-usable nuclear material identified at 53 sites.  Development of
MPC&A training and regulatory measures begins to enhance and ensure the sustainability of the
rapid upgrades.  Additionally, cooperation with the Russian Navy is expanded to include work at
all identified Navy sites. 

1999:  DOE and the Russian Federation announce that nuclear materials on a Russian navy
submarine service ship, Russian Navy Ship P.M.-63, have been secured against insider and
outsider theft.

2000:  Material Consolidation and Conversion (MCC) and Site Operations and Sustainability
(SOS) initiatives are started to bolster sustainability and ensure that the MPC&A site-wide and
upgrades-in-progress continue.

2.  MPC&A Goals, Activities and Results

What is MPC&A and how does it help to secure nuclear materials?  MPC&A is a
combination of technical and operational procedures to track nuclear materials throughout their
lifecycle; recording the uses, locations, personnel access, and disposition of the material.  

The MPC&A program was created to physically secure weapons-usable nuclear material
in the former Soviet Union and to construct a modern nuclear materials control and accounting
system for nuclear materials in forms other than weapons.  By current estimates, the Russian
non-weapons stockpile encompasses approximately 650 metric tons of fissile material housed in
some 300 buildings.  

The MPC&A program is structured into a number of sub-programs organizationally
aligned with MINATOM and to a lesser extent the Russian Ministry of Defense. These sub-
programs are the Russian Navy program, MINATOM civilian complex, Russian National
programs, and MINATOM weapons complex.  In addition to these organizational alignments,
DOE has established high-priority implementation initiatives concerning Material Conversion
and Consolidation (MCC) and Site Operations and Sustainability (SOS).  

More specifically, physical protection encompasses a wide variety of tools and
procedures (e.g., portal monitors, sensors, etc.) that isolate nuclear materials and control access
to them.  Guard forces also play a key role in physical protection, to counter external and internal
attempts to steal or divert nuclear material.  Material control and accounting measures are
primarily intended to inventory and track the use of nuclear materials.  They record the nuclear
material’s unique characteristics (for example, type of material, enrichment levels, type of
container, etc.) and document that information in a computerized database.  

Under the MPC&A program, a typical Russian nuclear facility will undertake the
following physical protection activities, in cooperation with their American colleagues: 
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                            Figure 3-28

Similarly, material control and accounting activities in Russia focus on the following
upgrades: 

Since 1996, 85 buildings have been
upgraded, securing 50 metric tons of weapons-
usable fissile material or 7% of the estimated
total 650 metric tons.  Additionally, upgrades
are in progress at 72 buildings with a
remaining 147 building still needing upgrades.

At the start of the MPC&A program, emphasis
was placed on rapid upgrades to secure the
material and implement accounting systems at
the most physically vulnerable sites and at sites

    with material in forms easily utilized in weapons.  

The 1998 Russian financial crisis
demonstrated, however, that when funding
was scarce, Russian nuclear facility
operators sacrificed their MPC&A upgrades
and related operations funds to meet short-
term financial needs (some critics
contended that the lack of sustainability was
due to the rapid upgrades approach
emphasizing U.S. equipment and
contractors (see chart) without also focusing
on long-term Russian sustainability.)  

• Prepare a characterization report which outlines and describes the
current MPC&A system in use at the facility;

• Prepare a Vulnerability Assessment which will produce mathematical
estimates of nuclear proliferation risks and enable a cost/benefit
analysis to be performed on future MPC&A configurations;

• Modify (if necessary) the physical layout of buildings and the perimeter
to allow proper monitoring;

• Provide nuclear detection equipment such as pedestrian and vehicle
portal monitors and personnel ID card readers;

• Analyze guard force and communication enhancements to allow the
security forces to communicate over large geographical areas and to
coordinate responses to physical threats or alarms; and

• Construct a central alarm station to house computer equipment and
security information.

• Put in place Tamper Indicating Devises
(TIDs) to detect unauthorized access to
sensitive facilities or to nuclear materials;

• Use of bar codes to control and track
containers of nuclear material;

• Acquisition and deployment of modern
nuclear material detection,
characterization, and measurement
equipment; and

• Development of a national-level accounting
system for nuclear materials.

MPC&A Funding FY96-FY99
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As a result, to try and facilitate the maintenance of MPC&A equipment and upgrades, the
MPC&A program created the material conversion and consolidation (MCC) and the site
operations and sustainability (SOS) initiatives.

For its part, the conversion and consolidation initiative is intended to streamline the
Russian civilian/military complex by reducing the number of buildings and sites with weapons-
usable nuclear material.  This effectively eliminates them as theft targets and allows greater
concentration of resources at the remaining sites.  In the long run, sustainability of upgrades and
equipment also will be easier and less costly if there are fewer sites.  Consolidation thus far
includes:  

• 20 Special Nuclear Material (SNM) Naval sites have been consolidated into 2;
• The number of buildings with HEU has been reduced to 5 from 30; and
• Plans for establishing a centralized HEU building at the Novosibirsk Chemical Concentrates

Plant are underway.77

In parallel, Site Operations and Sustainability activities aim to provide the “tools
necessary for ongoing site MPC&A operation, to promote immediate system operability in all
critical areas of physical protection and material control and accounting, and to foster long-term
sustainability of the systems by the sites themselves using site resources.”78  

The SOS program was originally incorporated as part of each site or nuclear facility
project.  However, the initiative was transferred to the National Programs portion of MPC&A to
better reflect the need for a “holistic” approach.  As it stands now, the initiative seeks to
categorize different upgrades and based on that categorization, recommend the types of SOS
activities — whether they are at the national level or specific to that site.  It does so using low-
tech, easily maintained equipment and systems whenever possible.  Specifically, four building
blocks provide t

                               
77 “Global ’99 Inter
Nuclear Material in
78 Ibid.

• 

• 

• 

• 
he foundation of site operations and sustainability.

Site Operations address the basic tools and processes necessary
for a site to operate its MPC&A system now and for the long-
term, including the availability of technical support for system
operation and maintenance;
Protective Forces/MVD Operations address issues related to
the guard and response forces responsible for protecting
Russia’s nuclear material;
Operational Evaluation looks at the performance of the
MPC&A upgrades as a cohesive and fully integrated system,
including equipment, personnel, and procedures, and the
interaction among these different elements;
Equipment Assessment uses technical evaluations to identify
the most sustainable equipment possible for implementing
                           
national Conference on F
 the FSU, http://www.nn

MPC&A upgrades; and
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.doe.gov/mpca/pubs/rosesp2.htm 11 July 2000.
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As part of the relatively new “safeguards culture” and to train the next generation of
Russian MPC&A scientists, the MPC&A program assisted in establishing a training center at the
Russian methodological training center located at the Institute for Physics and Power
Engineering in Obninsk.  In addition, the MPC&A program helped to create a Masters of Arts
degree program at the Moscow Engineering and Physics Institute concentrating on MPC&A
technical issues, nonproliferation policies, and intensive English language training.  

Additionally, DOE and GAN have also cooperated on developing a federal system of
material protection, control and accounting.  This system provides information support for
Russian Federation agencies:

• To make on-site determinations of actual quantities of nuclear materials;
• To assist in preventing theft or unauthorized use of nuclear materials, and account for the

location and quantity of nuclear material for import and export uses, atomic energy uses
and for use in regulatory agencies; and  

• To support in the RF government’s control, accounting, planning and management of
nuclear materials.  

3. Interim Progress Report 

In light of the measures of effectiveness discussion in the preceding section of this report,
what follows is an interim progress report on the MPC&A program.  This substantive assessment
provides the context for the discussion that follows of MPC&A as an approach to preventive
threat reduction. 

In the post-Cold War environment, the greatest threat to international security is that
posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).  The MPC&A program in
ways noted, has enhanced international security by helping to ensure that nuclear material in the
former Soviet Union is secured in safe facilities or is converted into forms not suitable for use in
weapons.  There is consensus that MPC&A has sensitized officials to the threat and contributed
to putting measures in place to try and thwart it.

The MPC&A program also contributes to international security by its support for the
establishment of a baseline quantity of fissile material in Russia.  Knowing how much nuclear
material exists allows the facility operators to know if material is diverted and to record the
particular characteristics of the material: where was it made, what it was used for, who had
access to it, what are its enrichment characteristics, and what possibly it could be used for if
stolen.  Closely related, by delving into such sensitive areas as fissile material holdings, MPC&A
is helping to lay the ground work for discussion on even more sensitive topics such as warhead
monitoring, which could open the door to deeper nuclear reductions.  

In turn, as efforts at securing nuclear materials have taken root, areas tangential to
MPC&A have also been studied and have spawned their own programs of cooperation.  Export
controls and border security are two areas that have benefited from the attention of MPC&A and
are important in their own right.  

Figure 3-31
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By its very nature, the MPC&A program has fostered meaningful cooperation between
the United States and Russia.  This has been accomplished through numerous joint projects,
conferences, working groups, and training programs over the last six years.  Indeed, the MPC&A
program seeks to routinize this collaborative approach so that the scientific and technical
communities become an active lobby with decision-makers for this cooperation and
transparency.  More broadly, MPC&A has helped promote the expectation of cooperation not
only in the scientific and technical communities, but also in communities of experts, commercial
entities, non governmental organizations (NGOs) and advocacy groups that have a stake in
seeing these programs continue and succeed. 

The MPC&A program has also helped build trust between the Russian nuclear
establishment and their U.S. partners through mutual respect of sensitive information.  In
particular, the U.S. established a security classification for Russian security information so they
would know that special handling procedures had been arranged for their sensitive information.
In turn, the MPC&A program also took pains not to use its unprecedented access to sensitive
areas to engage in deliberate intelligence gathering activities.  

Given the fact that the MPC&A program essentially was applying proven nuclear
industry technologies, techniques and procedures, its technical feasibility was not, in principle, in
question.   But though MPC&A cooperation looked good on paper in the mid-eighties, it was not
until shown to work on a technical level that key decision-makers and scientists envisaged
implementing cooperative programs.  This proof of technical feasibility utilized site surveys to
determine each site’s particular MPC&A needs, available equipment and fixes.  This process
drew on the substantial expertise in nuclear material identification, tracking, and characterization
that already existed in the United States (as part of the DOE complex) and at the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The MPC&A technology base in the United States and
internationally could then be exploited for use in Russia.  

The success of the MPC&A program in enhancing security will be judged, in part, on the
fraction of Russian fissile material put under consolidated and enhanced controls.  Such
assessments have been difficult to make, however, due to the absence of an accurate baseline of
the total inventory of Russian nuclear material.  Several factors have contributed to the difficulty
establishing such a baseline: 1) the Russians did not have complete information on the amount of
their nuclear material; 2) there was no legally mandated mechanism that would have required the
Russians to try to estimate the amount as might have been sought via a more traditional approach
to preventive threat reduction; and 3) MPC&A program leaders thought it more critical to secure
the material that was known and concurrently devote time and resources to getting an accurate
account.  However, without such a baseline, it is difficult to set priorities and the measurement
difficulties experienced by the MPC&A program are intensified.  By contrast, the START-
mandated data exchanges have been used by the CTR program to help set up a baseline and have
facilitated their measurement of progress.
    

One of the distinguishing aspects of the MPC&A program is its current emphasis on
changing attitudes and behavior through mutual cooperation and joint problem solving.  This
differs from such treaties as START or CFE which require that treaty stipulated activities be
performed.  Given this emphasis on attitudes not “things” the long-term sustainability of
MPC&A improvements are very difficult phenomena to gauge.  In times of stress, as exemplified
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by the aforementioned Russian financial crisis, there are likely to be strong pressures within
Russia to divert resources and energies to deal with near-term crises.  However, the
programmatic steps that were taken after the financial crisis to emphasize sustainability over the
rapid upgrades approach are an important counter-balance.  Additionally, the new structure of
the MPC&A program puts more emphasis on long-term viability by now becoming a permanent
division within DOE, rather than a task force, as was previously the case.

4.  Key Assessments of the Transgovernmental Approach

Turning to the MPC&A program as illustrative of a new transgovernmental approach to
preventive threat reduction, its dynamic nature and adaptability clearly stand out.  Two examples
from the MPC&A program highlight these traits.  First, as the program learned about the
presence of additional poorly controlled nuclear material or about other potentially important
areas of cooperation in Russia, it was able to incorporate this information into the overall
program (e.g., as with initiation of the Russian Navy program).  Second, as noted, the 1998
Russian financial crisis prompted a mid-course correction and incorporation of new information.
Conversely, some have criticized the MPC&A program because the design and development of
this approach has not been far ahead of the implementation.  Indeed, sometimes the
implementation measures have served to steer the program in one direction or another. 

In contrast to formal treaty negotiations, the MPC&A Task Force and the Lab-to-Lab
program reached agreement on technical issues between groups of scientists before initiating
discussions on a political level.  Without having any direct analogue, MPC&A incorporated both
legal and political commitments as well as elements of other approaches.  For example, many of
the initiatives are legally codified in government-to-government agreements, but political
commitments and working relations were seen as at the core of the program.  Moreover, political
institutions also provided consultative mechanisms.79  

At least as evidenced by the MPC&A program, working relationships based on
commonalties and similar experiences, even across cultural or ideological divides, are an
attribute of the transgovernmental approach.  Rather than being based initially on a national-level
legal commitment, the MPC&A approach, started from the technical level (the 1994 lab-to-lab
experiments on the feasibility of the MPC&A cooperation between the U.S. and Russia).  Only
once the technical/scientific questions, as well as working relationships, were established did the
program move on to address the political aspects of cooperation.  This facilitated the initial
program but later led to difficulties, lack of a nuclear material baseline being one example.

The failure to address at the start the systemic differences in legal systems and business
development attitudes led to delays and unnecessary expenditure of funds.  For example in 1992,
the United States and Russia signed agreements exempting U.S. assistance to Russia from
Russian taxation.80  However, taxation continued, due to Russian legislative intransigence and to

                                                          
79 The Gore Chernomyrdin Commission was utilized to address issues concerning the MPC&A program.
80 “Agreement Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of the Russian
Federation Regarding Cooperation to Facilitate the Provision of Assistance, April 4, 1992” and “Agreement
Between the United States of America and the Russian Federation Concerning the Safe and Secure Transportation,
Storage, and Destruction of Weapons and the Prevention of Weapons Proliferation, June 17, 1992.”
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the judgement on the U.S. side that it was important to continue work while trying to resolve the
taxation issue.  

Within the U.S. government, the MPC&A program had strong bipartisan congressional,
executive branch and internal DOE support.  Because of its high level political support and the
technical level negotiations/implementation, the formal interagency process was viewed as less
necessary and potentially a restraint on program implementation.  In the short run, this likely
allowed rapid program development.  In the long run, it “allowed” the MPC&A program to
develop without the oversight and coordination of the interagency process.  The extent to which
this weak coordination contributed to later problems (e.g., resource constraints as the original
scope and purpose of the program competed for funding and program attention with new areas of
cooperation and collaboration; or the rapid-upgrades approach) is subject to debate. 

One important difficulty facing the MPC&A program is its inability to quantitatively
measure outputs.  Many of the trend setting attributes of the transgovernmental approach (such
as trying to change the “safety culture” in Russia) are very difficult to quantify.  How does one
measure an increase or decrease in the safety culture, except by anecdotal evidence.  Within a
government context and in comparison to the formal treaties (where, e.g., the number of tanks
destroyed can be counted and recorded) the problem of measurement is significant.  It is
therefore important to devise meaningful metrics so that progress or lack of progress can be
identified.

The dynamic nature of the transgovernmental approach is a double-edged sword.  It is
flexible and adaptable, but makes long-term planning difficult and constantly subject to change.
This amorphous characteristic has lead to the perception of disorganization and “mission creep”
Both CTR and MPC&A have suffered from this difficulty, sometimes paying the price in
funding and redundant activities.

5.  Alternative Approaches for Securing Nuclear Material in Russia

Could a different approach to preventive threat reduction have contributed more
effectively to the goal of securing weapons-grade nuclear material at Russian nuclear facilities?

In theory, the United States could have encouraged Russia to improve independently its
MPC&A measures.  However, because Russia lacked the funds to do so, such an approach would
likely have failed.  Moreover, it would have been extremely difficult for Russia to create a
modern MPC&A system without access to the U.S. model, even assuming Russian access to
IAEA models for safeguarding peaceful nuclear activities.  An independent approach also would
have provided little assurance to the United States and the international community that Russia
actually was implementing MPC&A improvements.

A CSBM approach may have given the United States a greater degree of access to
Russia’s MPC&A program than a strictly independent approach, but similarly would have failed
to provide the funding necessary for Russia to make MPC&A improvements.  In turn, a CSBMs
approach could well have required a level of reciprocal Russian access to U.S. nuclear materials
storage sites that would not have been acceptable to U.S. officials.
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A treaty-based approach to MPC&A would have necessitated far greater details and
commitments (e.g., it could have stipulated access to sites and buildings, provided for baseline
declarations of material, and set standards for security.)  Russia also might have been required to
make some of its own contributions to improving MPC&A.  Overall, a treaty-based approach
might have produced a more comprehensive strategy for designing MPC&A assistance. 

However, the downside of seeking to negotiate a traditional treaty would have been a
much longer negotiating process that left more Russian nuclear material vulnerable to theft or
diversion.  A treaty-based approach to MPC&A might have inadvertently contributed to
codifying further Russia’s culture of secrecy, since treaty negotiations tend to be more
adversarial and the Russians would have little incentive to reveal anything more than the treaty
stipulated.  Similarly, a rigid treaty structure might not have been able to adapt to changing
circumstances in Russia’s political and economic spheres.  Not least, unless accompanied by
U.S. support, any such stipulation of Russian required actions would have encountered the same
systemic problem, lack of funds, and would have increased the risks that Russia would not be
able to meet its treaty obligations.  Indeed, such a realization would have been a major stumbling
block to reaching an agreement.

6.  Conclusion

A unique confluence of events and relationships came together to produce the MPC&A
program of cooperation with the Former Soviet Union.  Most of all, the MPC&A program
benefited from the dramatic improvement in U.S.-Russian relations.  At the same time, the
MPC&A program also has shown the importance of building a solid relationship with the
recipient technical specialists.  This process of building collegiality, in turn, helps foster more
acceptance of MPC&A cooperation at the political level.  The next several years will test
whether the transgovernmental approach, generally, and MPC&A program, specifically, will
endure and provide a model for other countries or simply be remembered as a unique phenomena
of U.S.-Russian relations.
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Section IV:
A Framework for Applying Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches

From the initial treaty-based limits on nuclear testing in the 1960s to the
transgovernmental activities of the 1990s to enhance security over Russian nuclear
weapons and materials, a broad range of approaches has been used to serve U.S.
preventive threat reduction goals.  Debate persists regarding the balance of costs and
benefits of certain results, e.g., over the continued relevance in today’s world of the 1972
ABM Treaty.  But overall, the record of what this report has labeled preventive threat
reduction had been a successful one.  It has helped reduce both Cold War and post-Cold
War threats to U.S. security and global stability.  As a result, a many-dimensioned
process of cooperative security management now exists.

Looking ahead, preventive threat reduction can continue to enhance U.S. security
and global stability in an uncertain world.   To that end, this concluding section builds on
the case studies in Section III to set out a framework to assist policymakers in applying
the different preventive threat reduction approaches to the challenges of the 21st century.
It takes as its starting point the fact that there are multiple workable approaches to pursue
today’s agenda for preventive threat reduction.  In turn, its purpose is not to provide rigid
prescriptions but rather to illuminate the types of considerations that should be weighed
in thinking through the design of future preventive threat reduction strategies.   

Figure 4-1
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fourth, for pursuit of a particular goal or objective, determining which of those
characteristics should be given priority; fifth, identification of potential approaches; and
sixth, a consideration of complementary approaches, including approaches that might be
pursued either to mitigate the risks of the initial approach or in a more evolutionary
strategy.  Often, many of these considerations are implicit in policymakers’ calculations
and judgments; making them explicit can help to ensure that best use is made of the full
spectrum of preventive threat reduction approaches.  

Defining Policy Goals

The first step is to define what policy goals to pursue, seeking to identify those
initiatives that would have high payoffs in terms of the substantive measures of
effectiveness that were summarized in Section II of this report and in light of the
substantive experience with preventive threat reduction.  In that regard, a broad
consensus now exists on those substantive measures – from enhancing U.S. national
security by reducing threats, through preserving military sufficiency, to increasing
transparency.  How to apply those broad measures in practice, however, has traditionally
been – and remains – somewhat more controversial.   At the same time, even in that
regard, there is considerable consensus on many potential new preventive threat reduction
initiatives.  These include, for example, further U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear
reductions, continued actions to enhance nuclear security and controls in Russia, and
efforts to lessen the risk of nuclear war in South Asia.  It is beyond the scope of this
report, however, to undertake a detailed identification and assessment of such future
substantive policy goals and objectives for preventive threat reduction.  Its purpose
instead is to help policymakers think through how to pursue the goals that they may
choose via different preventive threat reduction approaches.  The remainder of this
section focuses, therefore, on this dimension.

A. The Context for Preventive Threat Reduction

Given determination to pursue a particular policy goal, an assessment of the
international context is a next step. The international context for preventive threat
reduction runs the spectrum from the degree of cooperation or confrontation with other
countries to the state of WMD proliferation.  Other more internal contextual elements are
typified by both the domestic political, economic, and social dynamics in potential
negotiating partners as well as the personalities of key leaders. Closer to home, the state
of White House-Congress dealings exemplifies the types of domestic factors that form
part of the preventive threat reduction context.  Past precedents and ongoing experience
with preventive threat reduction – including appraisals of other parties’ compliance with
existing agreements – are also important.  

What stands out from the case studies, moreover, is the fact that such contextual
elements matter a great deal.  Context both sets the stage for how to go about preventive
threat reduction at a specific point in time and for particular goals as well as strongly
influences the ultimate prospects for success.
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Preventive Threat Reduction
Context – Some Aspects

• Overall global balance of
cooperation vs. confrontation

• Existing and potential military
competitors

• Perceptions of adversaries
intentions & capabilities

• Ongoing military conflicts
• Regional political and economic

trends and tensions
• Global, regional, and national

economic trends
• Alliance relationships
• Internal political, social,

economic developments in other
countries

• Personalities of key leaders
• U.S. domestic legislative and

electoral politics
• Technology state of the art and

diffusion
• Extent and dimensions of non-

state threats
• WMD proliferation
• Treaty and other threat reduction

precedents
• Status of treaty compliance
• Domestic support and consensus

for preventive threat reduction
actions

• Overall budgetary realities

By way of example, in the highly
confrontational Cold War environment of the 1980s,
highly detailed treaties were seen to offer the best
means to pursue U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms control.
Fears of non-compliance by a secretive, adversarial
Soviet Union led to increasingly precise definitions of
terms and obligations, complex verification
provisions, and other means to “nail down” Moscow
in a legally binding format.  Alternatively, quite
different fears that internal political, economic, and
social upheaval in a collapsing Soviet Union would
result in breakdowns of security over nuclear
weapons contributed directly to U.S. readiness to
pursue the parallel unilateral steps of the 1991
Presidential Nuclear Initiatives.  In turn, Russia’s
economic plight provided a key impetus to the new
thinking of the transgovernmental Nunn-Lugar or
CTR Program – which began by providing U.S.
economic and 
technical assistance to help the Russians meet their
START I obligations.

At the same time, the success of preventive
threat reduction activities has been closely linked, as
well, to the overall context.   At the start, rapid
negotiation of the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty
reflected the impetus provided by the “psychological
after-shocks” of the Cuban Missile Crisis a little over
six months before.  Personalities also matter: the then
newly empowered Soviet General Secretary, Mikhail
Gorbachev, personally made the last minute decision
to approve Soviet acceptance of on-later both treaty 

                       Figure 4-2              and non-treaty based preventive threat reduction
activities.   In the 1990s, internal politics in Russia, new U.S. thinking on National
Missile Defense, and NATO enlargement are but three contextual factors that led to a
stalemate of the traditional nuclear arms reductions treaty process.
                 
B.  The Comparative Advantage of Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches

From treaties to parallel unilateral actions, a proven set of workable approaches
for preventive threat reduction exists.  Nonetheless, there are important differences
among these approaches.  It is too simple, however, to try to sum up these differences in

Treaties Executive
Agreements

CSBMs Consultative
Mechanisms

Trans-
governmental
Arrangements

Parallel
Unilateral
Actions
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  Key Process Measures of
Effectiveness
• Adaptability & flexibility
• Timeliness &

responsiveness
• Irreversibility
• Verifiability
• Support for compliance
• Political insulation –

domestic politics, regional
shocks

• Institutionalized cooperation
• Ease of implementation
• Limited legislative actions

required
• Implementing costs &

burden sharing

terms of a dichotomy between “formal” v. “informal” approaches.  This perspective
collapses together a variety of negotiating and implementing characteristics (or measures
of effectiveness) that set one approach apart from another and define their relative
comparative advantage as means to pursue U.S. preventive threat reduction objectives.  

The text box to the left summarizes these measures of effectiveness.   These
measures differ slightly from those set out in Section II and which provided the basis for

the case studies in Section III.  These differences reflect
a refinement of the process-related measures of
effectiveness in light of the analysis in the Section III
case studies.

Based on the case studies in Section III, the
matrix on the following page provides a summary
assessment of how the preventive threat reduction
approaches vary in terms of such negotiating and
implementing – or process – measures of effectiveness.
Differences of judgment may arise concerning particular
appraisals.  Nonetheless, some overall conclusions about
comparative advantage of different approaches as means
to serve preventive threat reduction goals emerge quite
clearly.  

            1.  Differences in Degree, Differences in Kind  
Figure 4-3

 Across the preventive threat reduction approaches,
significant differences stand out.  In many instances, these are differences of degree, with
one approach ranking relatively higher or lower than several others in terms of a
particular characteristic.  In a few important instances, however, such differences in
degree verge on becoming differences in kind.  

Adaptability and Flexibility.   Turning first to an approach’s adaptability and
flexibility, over time, treaties can be adapted to changing circumstances.  This occurred
with strategic nuclear reductions and was built into the conventional reductions process.
At the same time, this process of adaptation has taken years, in some instances many
years.  Somewhat comparable evolutionary adaptation has characterized the European
CSBMs process, with new measures added at an increasing rate after the 1986 Stockholm
Agreement breakthroughs.  Parallel unilateral measures may be the most adaptable to
changed circumstances, but usually only for “one-shot” actions.  By contrast,
transgovernmental activities under both CTR and the MPC&A programs, with their mix
of governmental involvement, private U.S. and Russian contractor activity, and
laboratory cooperation, all facilitated by U.S. dollars, have proved very resilient in
identifying and pursuing targets of opportunity to deepen specific cooperative activities.
This means also has provided great flexibility to take on new problems, as, for example,
with technical cooperation in developing approaches to monitor nuclear warhead
dismantlement.
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Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches – Comparative Advantage in Process-Related
Measures of Effectiveness

Approach/
Characteristic

Treaties Executive
Agreements

CSBMs Consultative
Mechanisms

Trans-
governmental
Arrangements

Parallel
Unilateral
Actions

Adaptability &
Flexibility

Low-moderate –
slow,
evolutionary
process

Moderate –
via somewhat
more rapid
evolutionary
process

Moderate – via
more rapid
evolutionary
process

Very high—
easy to add new
means

Very high – via
continuous
adaptation

Very high –
but usually
“one-shot”
actions

Timeliness &
Responsiveness

Low – but
exceptions

Low to
moderate 

Moderate Moderate to
high – expand
and contract 

High Very high –
main
advantage

Irreversibility Very high –
legally binding at
highest levels

Moderate –
political
commitments,
often lower
levels

Moderate  –
political
commitments

Low— but can
become
institutionalized

Moderate —
institutionalized
commitments
but can erode in
practice

Low – if
political
costs
acceptable

Verifiability High usually –
given extensive
verification
provisions

High
potentially –
or may lack
provisions

Moderate –
increasingly
with provisions

N/A Moderate – in
practice, not de
jure 

Low –
unless
subject to
NTM

Support for
Compliance
Diplomacy

High Moderate to
high –
depending on
type of
commitment

Moderate to
high – if
institutionalized
political
commitment

Moderate – by
providing
useful venue

Low to
moderate – with
weaker legal or
political
commitment

Low  –
reflects
national
political
decisions

Political Insulation –
Domestic Politics,
Regional Shocks

High — after
EIF; low
otherwise 

 High — after
EIF; low
otherwise

 High — after
EIF; low
otherwise

Moderate — in
practice

Moderate to
high  – but
becoming less
so

High –
particularly
if wanted to
take actions
anyway

Institutionalized
Cooperation

High – among
experts, officials

High – also
including
military

High – across
many
communities

High  – within
narrower
groups

High – across
government and
non-
government
players

Low

Ease of
Implementation

Low Low/high —
depending on
agreement

Moderate  –
given symbolic
nature

High High High –
especially if
want to do
anyway

Limited Legislative
Action Required

Low —
ratification &
funding

Low-
moderate–
new funding 

Low-Moderate
— if new
funding 

High – uses
regular funding

Low-moderate -
- continuing
funding

High --
unless clash
with
legislation

Implementing Costs &
Burden Sharing

High – but
shared among
parties

Low-high —
shared among
parties

Moderate –
shared among
parties

Low—each
party bears

High – U.S.
pays

Low – each
party pays

Figure 4-4

Timeliness, Responsiveness & Negotiability.   Experience clearly indicates that
treaties are likely to take more time to negotiate and implement.  Even in the case of the
Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE), its relatively rapid negotiation took two
years and built on many years of prior discussions.  After signature, moreover, internal
political differences can significantly delay ratification and slow further entry-into-force. 
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By contrast, parallel unilateral actions can take only weeks.  Transgovernmental
arrangements appear to fall in between, evolving over time and lending themselves to
fairly rapid adaptation measured in months not years.  Thus, in terms of this
characteristic, there may well be a difference in kind among the approaches, not simply a
difference in degree.

Irreversibility.   Treaties often are regarded as being the most irreversible type of
preventive threat reduction.  For the most part, this probably is true due to their legally
binding status and high political visibility.  Pressures for continued adherence from close
friends and allies also may be greater due to the commitments having been made as treaty
commitments.  The difficulties confronting U.S. administrations in gaining relief from the
ABM Treaty – and the international visibility of this issue – are one example.  Or to take
a different example, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russian officials pressed for
relief from CFE treaty limits but did so within the treaty process.  Had CFE not existed,
Moscow’s freedom of action would likely have been considerably greater.

At the same time, once political commitments are made, they may become
increasingly difficult to reverse over time.  For the United States, at least, both political
and technical obstacles now stand in the way of returning to Western Europe the ground-
launched tactical nuclear weapons that were removed under the 1991 PNIs.  However,
there appears to be an important asymmetry here between Washington and Moscow.
Given weaker democratic institutions in Russia as well as its lack of alliance partners,
there likely would be far fewer constraints on Russian redeployment of tactical nuclear
weapons – at least within Russian territory.  Somewhat differently, experience suggests
that should political conditions change, it could be relatively easy for Russia to walk back
from cooperation under either CTR or MPC&A.   Here, too, therefore, a difference in
kind may exist.

Verifiability.   Of the various negotiating and implementing characteristics, the
extent of verifiability may be the one that most varies among the approaches.   At least as
now drafted, treaties provide the most detailed and rigorous set of provisions to permit
parties to monitor other parties’ compliance.   Though CSBMs set important precedents
for on-site inspection, their monitoring provisions are more symbolic than
comprehensive.  Parallel unilateral actions have relied on National Technical Means to
monitor and verify compliance.  As a result, there are may well be continuing questions
about implementation, as is occurring now with regard to whether the Russians are
dismantling tactical nuclear weapons as they pledged to do so under the PNIs.

Recent experience with both CTR and MPC&A, however, offers a potentially
significant qualification to this overall judgment.   Such transgovernmental arrangements
can result in a degree of verification in practice.  A mixture of audits by U.S. government
personnel, on-site presence of U.S. private contractors and government personnel, and the
overall hands-on process of assisting the Russians to carry out stated tasks provides a
measure of confirmation that the specific agreed activities are being carried out.  Over
time, this transgovernmental process also results in increasing transparency – though not
without important limits – in the areas of cooperation covered.   Depending on the
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content, executive agreements may also have a measure of such verification in practice
built into them, as is the case with the provisions for on-site presence in the U.S.-Russia
Plutonium Disposition Agreement.

Support for Compliance Diplomacy.  Different types of agreements may offer
more or less basis for U.S. officials to raise and seek redress of compliance concerns.
The spectrum appears to range from the considerable support provided by treaties, with
their legally binding obligations, to parallel unilateral actions, actions essentially
reflecting national political decisions not necessarily any commitment at all.  Moreover,
while even treaty commitments can be ignored by other countries, prospects for redress
do appear greater.   In that regard, eventual Soviet dismantlement of the Krasnoyarsk
radar as a violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty contrasts with continued differences
between Washington and Moscow over Russian commitments made in different
consultative mechanisms not to export certain military equipment to Iran.    Still
somewhat differently, transgovernmental arrangements, by providing assistance for
implementation, can indirectly buttress compliance diplomacy.

Political Insulation.   Experience indicates that once treaties and the more treaty-
like executive agreements have entered into force and begun to be implemented, they are
well insulated from political shocks, at home or abroad.  Prior to then, as the START
stalemate of the 1990s demonstrates, treaties especially can become captives to domestic
politics, regional developments, and unexpected global events.   High visibility
consultative mechanisms, exemplified in the 1990s by the Gore-Chernomyrdin
Commission, can offer somewhat greater insularity but also can eventually become
trapped in domestic politics.  Over the past decade, still other lower visibility consultative
mechanisms, lower profile executive agreements, and not least transgovernmental
cooperative arrangements have proved most insulated from domestic politics and global
shocks.  

Institutionalized Cooperation.  With the exception of parallel unilateral actions,
each of the preventive threat reduction approaches institutionalizes cooperation with
other countries.  Similarly, they result in increased transparency regarding the thinking
and activities of participating countries.  But the approaches do so in different ways and
to different degrees.  Over time, the nuclear and conventional treaty process built up
cooperative ties and common conceptual understandings among experts and officials in
both East and West.  The CSBMs process did so as well.  By their very nature,
consultative mechanisms serve to institutionalize cooperation, whether in a very specific
area or more widely.   Similarly, transgovernmental arrangements have had a high
cooperative payoff.  In their case, moreover, cooperation has ranged widely beyond the
official communities to include cooperative linkages between national laboratories,
private organizations, and private businesses.  

Ease of Implementation.   Increasingly, today’s treaties stand out as the most
difficult to implement.  From an implementer’s perspective, for example, they include
detailed obligations; specify precise ways to execute those obligations; and provide
extensive and again highly detailed verification provisions.   Ease of implementation is
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highest with parallel unilateral actions, especially if those actions were ones that officials
intended to take anyway, e.g., as was the case with the removal of bombers from alert in
the U.S. PNI.   Ease of implementation of transgovernmental arrangements varies.  For
the most part what has been at issue, however, has been overcoming more technical
problems, e.g., determining means to enhance a specific site’s security under MPC&A or
developing safe and environmentally sound procedures for eliminating certain types of
systems under CTR.

Limited Legislative Action Required.  Treaty ratification, in conjunction with the
passage of any needed implementing legislation, stands out as the most significant type of
required legislative action.  Other approaches require a Congressional readiness to
provide new funding, typified by funding for the CTR and MPC&A activities.  Such
transgovernmental arrangements also have been subject to Congressional oversight, with
Congress prepared to preclude expenditures on certain types of threat reduction activities.
Oversight also is evident for consultative mechanisms, though here funding has often
come out of already-established operating budgets.

Implementing Cost.   Implementing costs can vary considerably. In particular,
there is an important distinction between whether those costs are borne by the parties
themselves or whether there is an expectation of direct U.S. support.  Indeed, use of U.S.
financial and technical assistance as a means to pursue our preventive threat reduction
goals, from nuclear reductions in the former Soviet Union under the START process to
enhanced nuclear material security in Russia, stands as a major preventive threat
reduction innovation.

2.  Some Trade-offs Among Approaches

In thinking about how to apply different preventive threat reduction approaches in
future contexts, possible trade-offs between different approaches also stand out.  Among
such trade-offs revealed by the preceding matrix are the following:  

Timeliness v. Verifiability and Irreversibility. One of the most important trade-
offs is rooted in the issue of how much priority to place on speed of negotiation.
Treaties, for instance, may be more verifiable, complete, and irreversible. This needs,
however, to be weighed against the more prolonged negotiating period for treaties as well
as the potential delays of the ratification process.  

De Jure Verifiability vs. Verifiability in Practice.   The extent of verification has
long been a distinguishing feature of different preventive threat reduction approaches –
and even within given approaches.  With the practice of the CTR and MPC&A programs,
however, a new trade-off has begun to emerge between how much to seek detailed
legally defined verification measures and how much to accept a measure of surrogate
verification in practice.  This trade-off is likely to become even more prominent if the
treaty process remains stalled.  Its importance also will grow to the extent that efforts are
made to think more systematically about how to build verification in practice into future
preventive threat reduction activities.
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Limited Legislative Action v. Irreversibility, Verifiability, and Support for
Compliance.  In effect, this trade-off highlights the choice facing U.S. policymakers of
whether or not to seek a legally binding treaty that needs to be ratified by the U.S. Senate.
Limiting legislative involvement may be preferable on some grounds but it comes at a
price in terms of the resulting negotiating and implementing characteristics that may be
attainable.

Incremental Opportunism v. A Readiness to Pay the Costs.  Use of the
transgovernmental approach has proved remarkably able to take advantage of new
opportunities.  But such incremental opportunism is ultimately grounded in a U.S.
readiness to provide financial support for Russian or other countries activities – or to find
third parties to provide such support.  So far, U.S. Congressional readiness to do so has
been very strong.  But such readiness could be affected by political and economic
changes here at home as well as by questions about whether U.S. financial assistance was
allowing the Russians to divert their own monies to military modernization.

3. Synergies among Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches

Depending on the specific contextual elements, the balance struck in making such
trade-offs and their difficulty in practice is likely to vary.  At the same time, along with
such trade-offs, there also are important synergies or complementarities among the varied
approaches to preventive threat reduction.  Pursuit of threat reduction in many instances
need not be a matter of “either-or.”   Instead, policymakers need to be attuned to the ways
in which one approach may complement another approach.

Such complementarities can take many dimensions, as indicated by the table on
the following page.  An initial treaty, as was the case with START I, may be a key
foundation for transgovernmental activities, even if those activities eventually expand
beyond that treaty’s roots.  Or, one approach may pave the way for another approach by
setting precedents, as occurred with the linkages of CSBMs to the treaty process in
Europe.  In still another case, technical work at under a transgovernmental lab-to-lab
arrangement, possibly itself tied to consultative mechanism, can facilitate later treaty
progress.  This was so, for instance, with the technical work done under the Joint
Verification Experiment between U.S. and Soviet scientists in the late 1980s, which
paved way for a verification protocol to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and U.S.
ratification.  Sometimes, other approaches can help fill the gaps or mitigate the weakness
in an initial approach.  The possibility of an eventual executive agreement to codify the
PNIs is one example; the future use of CSBMs and transgovernmental support for
implementation as part of a package with parallel unilateral reductions of strategic forces
is another.
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Some Synergies Among Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches
Synergy: Example:

Treaties/Transgovernmental START provided legal, political, conceptual
framework for CTR activities

Executive Agreements/Transgovernmental Cooperative implementation of the Plutonium
Disposition Agreement

CSBMs/Treaties On-site observations under Stockholm as precursor
to on-site inspections in CFE

Transgovernmental/Transgovernmental CTR spin-offs, including MPC&A, International
Science & Technology Center

Consultative Mechanisms/Agreements Gore-Chernomyrdin consultations on plutonium
disposition

Consultative Mechanisms/Treaties Identification of technical steps to enhance
verification of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty

Transgovernmental/Treaties CTR cooperation on monitoring nuclear warheads
feeding into future START agreement

CSBMs/ Parallel Unilateral Actions Provide measure of confidence in implementation of
1991 PNIs

Transgovernmental/Parallel Unilateral Actions Means of in-practice verification for future strategic
unilateral reductions or add-on for PNIs

Figure 4-5
Despite these and other potential synergies, however, U.S. preventive threat

reduction activities have essentially taken place in separate “stovepipes.”  Or worse,
actions in one area have sometimes run counter to actions underway or being considered
in another area.  For instance, some of the positions put forward by senior officials in the
context of the Gore-Chernomyrdin consultations were at odds with inter-agency positions
in START.  For the future, there needs to be a greater recognition of these and other
synergies among different approaches and even more important, conscious efforts to
leverage multiple approaches in an integrated process.   

C.  Priorities, Potential Approaches, and Complementary Approaches

Over the next several years, preventive threat reduction initiatives can continue to
serve U.S. security and global stability.  The potential future substantive agenda is very
extensive.  With Russia, it covers the existing spectrum from restarting the U.S.-Russian
strategic nuclear reductions process to continued cooperative efforts to enhance nuclear
weapons and material security in Russia.  How to restructure the U.S.-Russian offense-
defense relationship continues as well to be a major challenge.  Still other new initiatives
vis-à-vis Russia could encompass enhanced controls on tactical nuclear weapons,
monitored nuclear warhead dismantlement and storage of surplus weapons, reductions of
nuclear readiness, and steps to deepen and formalize mutual nuclear transparency.  

The agenda, however, extends beyond Washington and Moscow.   Preventive
threat reduction’s potential role as part of the U.S.-China relationship increasingly needs
to be addressed.  In that regard, thinking about ways to avoid an escalating U.S.-China
nuclear arms competition is clearly warranted.   Still elsewhere, the agenda covers such
traditional areas as buttressing multilateral treaties like the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, the Chemical Weapons Convention, and the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention.  But it also entails what can be done in cooperation with Delhi and
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Islamabad to lessen the risks of nuclear competition or nuclear war between India and
Pakistan.  Follow-through remains essential in turn to roll back North Korea’s nuclear
weapon capability as well as to constrain its missile exports.

For policymakers, three further questions need to be addressed in determining
how best to apply the different approaches in pursuit of such objectives: first, given the
overall domestic and geopolitical context (and given a specific objective), which
implementing characteristics are more important, which are less important?  Second,
taking into account the comparative advantage of the different preventive threat reduction
approaches, which approach or approaches stands out as potentially preferred in that
context, for that objective?  And third, what complementary approaches might also be
pursued – either at the same time or later?  

By way of illustration, the table on the following page depicts possible answers to
each of these questions for three widely accepted objective for future U.S.-Russian
nuclear preventive threat reduction; a follow-up table focuses on U.S. preventive threat
reduction initiatives toward other countries. Neither of these tables is intended to be
definitive.  Instead, their purpose is to illustrate these additional considerations that need
to go into calculations about how to apply preventive threat reduction in practice.  Each
set of illustrative initiatives is discussed briefly in turn.

1. Applying Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches -- Three Examples
 from the U.S.-Russian Agenda

Strategic Nuclear Reductions.  Turning first to future strategic nuclear reductions,
as the table suggests, one key question concerns whether to continue to rely exclusively
on the treaty approach in this area.  From one perspective, there are good reasons to
emphasize the START process.  In the context of uncertainties about Russia’s internal
political, economic, and social future as well as questions about its implementation of the
1991 PNIs, the greater irreversibility, verifiability, and support for compliance diplomacy
associated with treaties’ comparative advantage all would support that approach.   On the
other hand, though the U.S.-Russian relationship is less adversarial, cooperation still may
be too subject to change to warrant shifting away from legally binding treaties.  From this
perspective, the prospect of Russian unilateral cuts to lower levels of strategic offensive
forces could be seen to reinforce this overall judgment – why worry about stalled
negotiations, if Russia will reduce anyway?

At the same time, focused on other contextual elements, a different judgment
might be reached.  Within the context of just such a more cooperative and less adversarial
relationship, other considerations might outweigh such uncertainties about Russia’s
internal direction.  These factors include the prospect of a continued stalemate of the
treaty process as well as some time urgency in getting on with the tasks of nuclear 
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Framework for Applying Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches –
Three U.S.-Russia Examples

Objective Context Priority
Characteristics

Potential
Approach

Complementary
Approaches

• Concerns about
proliferation from
Russia

• Internal Russian
political, economic,
social uncertainties

• Questions about
implementation of PNIs

• Russian unilateral cuts
regardless

• U.S-Russian differences
on NMD

• But overall, more
cooperative, less
adversarial U.S.-Russia
relationship

• Irreversibility

• Verifiability

• Support for
compliance
diplomacy

• Treaty • Explore alternative
approaches via
consultative
mechanisms

Or given other contextual elements and resultant priorities, could pursue different
approach:

Strategic
Nuclear
Reductions

• Ratification stalemate

• Some time urgency – to
restructure, U.S.
posture, save $s, buttress
NPT

• No U.S. response to
Russian cuts would
confirm fears U.S. seeks
strategic domination 

• Adaptability – to
prospect of
unilateral
Russian cuts

• Timeliness

• Avoiding
ratification 

• Parallel
Unilateral
Initiatives

• Use CSBMs (e.g., data
exchanges, observers)
and transgovernmental
arrangements (e.g.,
in-practice verification
via CTR)

• Fold under consultative
arrangement to provide
greater irreversibility

Enhanced
Nuclear
Materials &
Weapons
Security 

• Well-established
cooperation, based on
shared interests, U.S.
funding

• Time urgent, given
acknowledged risks

• Incrementalism working
– but gaps

• Uncertainties about
Russian baseline

• Adaptability, to
target
opportunities

• Timeliness

• Institutionalizing
cooperation

• Continue
political
insulation

• Trans-
governmental 

• Executive agreement
or CSBMs (e.g., in
MPC&A to develop
baseline data on
Russian nuclear
complex)

• Consultative
arrangement (e.g., for
lessons learned, next
steps)

Nuclear
Warhead
Dismantlement
& Controls

• Political-military as
above

• Some cooperation
underway but mutual
secrecy concerns

• Less time urgency – but
logical longer term step

• Institutionalize
ongoing
cooperation

• Verifiability — at
least in practice

• Limit legislative
action

• Trans-
governmental
– initially for
technical proof
of principle

• CSBMs – for
political
symbolism of
initial steps

• Consultative
arrangements
– on next steps

• Executive agreement
or treaty to formalize
results, enhance
verifiability and
irreversibility

Figure 4-6
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restructuring – both for U.S. budgetary and U.S. force posture reasons.  As a result, the
greater adaptability, timeliness, and lack of a need for ratification by the U.S. Senate
could take on greater importance and suggest careful consideration of parallel unilateral
reductions as a preferred approach to break the current strategic reductions stalemate.
Moreover, prospect of unilateral Russian cuts could also be argued to support, not
undercut, this quite different judgment.  For a failure to respond to Russia’s actions could
well confirm the fears of many if not most Russian officials and military leaders that the
United States is seeking global strategic domination.

Particularly in the case of parallel unilateral initiatives, moreover, several other
complementary approaches would warrant attention.  CSBMs in the form of data
exchanges and visits by observers could help to provide confidence in their
implementation.  Similarly, it could be possible to draw on the experience from the
transgovernmental CTR program to seek a measure of in-practice verification, for
instance, by providing assistance in elimination, storage, and security.  For both the treaty
approach and the parallel unilateral approach, use of consultative mechanisms could be
explored, as well.  In the former case, such a mechanism is already built-into the treaty
process; for the latter, making unilateral reductions a continuing subject of an existing
consultative mechanism could enhance irreversibility and provide a forum in which to
discuss implementation.  It might provide a forum as well to discuss later steps to put any
unilateral actions into a legally binding format.81

Enhanced Nuclear Material & Weapons Security.   To take a second illustration,
as noted, cooperation between the United States and Russia in enhancing nuclear material
and weapon security already is a well-established transgovernmental activity.   It remains,
moreover, a matter of considerable urgency.  In turn, the process of incremental advances
has proved an effective approach, although at least in the case of the MPC&A program,
important gaps remain.  Taken together, these contextual factors suggest little if any
reason to shift away from the transgovernmental approach – particularly with its proven
capability for timely adaptation to seize targets of opportunity.

At the same time, the importance for policymakers of thinking about possible
complementary actions as they apply preventive threat reduction approaches can again be
illustrated.   With regard to MPC&A, for instance, either a supplementary executive
agreement or CSBMs might be pursued as means to develop the needed baseline
inventory on the scope of Russia’s nuclear material complex, the location of nuclear
material, and its quantities.  Or in the case of the CTR program, it might be desirable to
establish a more over-arching U.S.-Russian consultative mechanism to explore lessons
learned as well as means to extend CTR-like activities into other preventive threat
reduction tasks.  Conversely, it might be concluded that such consultations are better
carried out at the CTR program level, not least to take advantage of this approach’s high
political insulation.

                                                          
81 Consultations, for example, could take place under the framework of the START I treaty’s consultative
body.



IV-14

Nuclear Warhead Dismantlement and Controls.  Technical cooperation currently
is taking place between U.S. and Russian technical personnel on how to monitor the
dismantlement of nuclear warheads – while meeting mutual secrecy concerns.  Both
Moscow and Washington have acknowledged that monitored nuclear warhead
dismantlement and controls on nuclear warheads (not delivery systems) are a logical next
step.  But though progress is desirable, there may be less time urgency.  As a result, in
thinking about what characteristics matter most, how to institutionalize and extend
current cooperation may be especially important.  To do so, there may not be a single
preferred approach but instead at least several mutually reinforcing approaches to pursue.
Transgovernmental activities already are underway and can be continued.  These
activities provide a mechanism not only to consider narrower technical issues but also to
explore different longer-term verification strategies, both de jure and in practice.  CSBMs
might be added – possibly involving exchanges of personnel at selected sites.  Should a
successor consultative mechanism to Gore-Chernomyrdin be created, this area could also
figure prominently on its agenda.  

Looking still further ahead, negotiation of legally binding warhead controls in an
executive agreement or treaty could be one way to proceed and would help meet concerns
about both verifiability and irreversibility.  This possibility has been discussed as part of
the now stalemated START process.  But while today’s context may not be ripe for
action, such an agreement could become more attainable as the preceding
transgovernmental and confidence-building process proceeds.  Moreover, discussion of
the elements of an agreement could feed back into pursuit of the other approaches, not
least by helping to define technical requirements and political constraints.

2. Applying Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches – Three Examples
from the U.S.-Other Countries’ Agenda

Looking beyond the bilateral U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship to the wider threat
reduction agenda, the same basic framework applies.  Here, too, the context as well as the
comparative advantage of the different approaches provides the starting point for
choosing a preferred approach.  Either initially or over time, the importance of
considering potential complementary approaches also is evident.   Consider briefly the
three illustrative initiatives from this wider agenda sketched by the table on the following
page. 

Nuclear Transparency and Security in China.  As with the U.S.-Russian nuclear
relationship, some assessment of the overall context provides the starting point for
thinking about this potential objective.  However, the context appears far less conducive
to major new initiatives.  The U.S.-China political relationship is uncertain, China’s
commitment to nuclear modernization and U.S. commitment to National Missile Defense
augurs growing nuclear arms racing, and China has repeatedly taken the position that the
United States and Russia are the countries most responsible for action on nuclear arms
control.   These particular contextual factors suggest that design of U.S. preventive threat
reduction strategy toward China should place high priority on approaches that seek to
begin a process of institutionalizing even minimal cooperation, while being sufficiently
flexible to take advantage of whatever new opportunities may arise.  At the same time,
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U.S.-China political military uncertainties would argue for placing priority on means to
ensure irreversibility and verifiability – at least once more ambitious objectives are
pursued.  Policymakers would need to strike a balance between these competing
considerations.

Assuming emphasis is placed on attempts to institutionalize a process of
cooperation, several preventive threat reduction approaches could be pursued.  If feasible
given the contextual constraints, consultative mechanisms could offer a means to
exchange thinking on nuclear doctrine and force posture issues, increasing transparency
somewhat and perhaps paving the way for other initiatives.  In turn, the
transgovernmental approach could be used for technical cooperation on nuclear material
and weapon security.  Once a process is underway, nuclear CSBMs might pave the way
for later more comprehensive and far-reaching nuclear limits.  Examples of such CSBMs
could include voluntary data exchanges, mutual visits to nuclear sites, and exchange of
mutual warning data.  Nor need these approaches be mutually exclusive: instead, all three
might be explored at once with China.

Lessening the Risk of Nuclear War between India and Pakistan.   Somewhat
differently, there is widespread agreement within the U.S. policy community that
lessening the risk of a nuclear conflict between these two countries must be a major U.S.
concern.  In thinking about which approach to take toward this objective, the context for
policymakers is well defined.  Burgeoning nuclear arms competition between India and
Pakistan, ongoing low-level conflict in Kashmir, and a significant risk of nuclear
escalation all create a sense of time urgency.   At the same time, any approach would
need to reflect the regional political context as well as domestic political and legal (NPT)
constraints in the United States.  Neither India nor Pakistan welcomes “outside advice;”
both have failed to implement fully past CSBMs between them.

In light of these contextual factors, as the table suggests, policymakers may well
decide that adaptability and timeliness are the most important priorities for now.  So
viewed, encouraging nuclear CSBMs could be one approach to damp pressures for
nuclear escalation. A non-deployment commitment is often mentioned in this regard.
Adaptability and timeliness – along with their higher political insulation – might also
suggest thinking about transgovernmental arrangements as a means to provide both
countries access to semi-official American thinking on how to lessen the risks of nuclear
escalation.   For their part, India and Pakistan also could be encouraged to look toward
some type of transgovernmental cooperation on their own, e.g., involving retired military
and experts on both sides.
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Framework for Applying Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches –
Three Examples from the U.S.-Other Countries’ Agenda

Objective Context Priority
Characteristics

Potential Approach Complementary
Approaches 

Nuclear Transparency
and Security in China 

•  U.S.-China political
tensions, economic
cooperation –
uncertain future
relationship

• Chinese nuclear
modernization

• Chinese view of
nuclear reductions
process – bilateral
U.S.-Russia job

• Chinese-U.S.
differences on NMD

• Prospect of growing
nuclear competition

• U.S.-Russian nuclear
reductions

• Adaptability to
opportunities

• Institutionalizing
cooperation

Or
• Verifiability

• Support for
compliance

• CSBMs (e.g., symbolic
visits between nuclear
operators)

• Consultative
arrangements (e.g., on
nuclear doctrine,
security, futures)

• Trans-governmental
arrangements (e.g.,
technical-technical on
nuclear security)

Or
• Treaty (e.g., FMCT)

• Treaty  (e.g.,
multilateral fissile
material control
treaty)

Lessening Risk of Nuclear
War between India and
Pakistan

• Military clashes in
Kashmir

• Program advances in
India and Pakistan

• Significant risk of
nuclear use via
escalation

• Non-proliferation
constraints on U.S.
policy

• U.S.-India ties
improved, U.S.-Pak
ties troubled

• Adaptability to
opportunities

• Timeliness

• Political insulation 

• Limited legislative
action 

• Support for
compliance

• CSBMs (e.g., for
mutual Indo-Pak
restraint, education)

• Trans-governmental
(e.g., non-official
discussions on
preventive actions,
nuclear security –
U.S./India/Pakistan
and/or India/Pakistan)

• Consultative
mechanisms (e.g., to
support CSBMs,
restraint)

• Executive
agreement (e.g.,
Indo-Pak nuclear
material production
freeze, missile
deployment limits)

• Treaty (e.g., global
fissile material
cutoff)

DPRK Missile Export
Restraints

• New ROK-DPRK
political-economic
dealings; greater
U.S. interaction

• DPRK NBC and
missile capabilities

• Nuclear Framework
Agreement being
implemented

• DPRK missile
exports major
threat; $s motivated

• DPRK violation of
NPT and questions
about its readiness
to comply

• DPRK political
uncertainty,
economic collapse 

• Adaptability &
flexibility

• Timeliness

• Verifiability

• Support for
compliance 

• Implementing cost

• Political insulation 

• Parallel unilateral (e.g.,
de facto missile export
freeze in return for
economic assistance,
opening)

Or
• Executive agreement

(e.g., adherence to
Missile Technology
Control Regime in
return for economic
assistance, political
opening)

• Executive
agreement (e.g.,
adherence to
Missile
Technology
Control Regime in
return for
economic
assistance,
political opening)

Figure 4-7
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Turning to complementary approaches that might be pursued over the longer-term if the
initial efforts prove promising, more legally binding executive agreement or treaty constraints
between the two adversaries would have the benefit of greater irreversibility and verifiability.
There may be an important lesson here from the U.S.-Russian nuclear experience.  Not until
the Cuban Missile Crisis did Washington and Moscow begin to search seriously for negotiated
means to lessen the risks of nuclear war between them.  Once they did so, the experience of
several years’ fruitless negotiations on a comprehensive test ban made it possible to move
rapidly to a limited test ban treaty.  Sometimes, pursuit of low-feasibility, if in some senses
desirable, approaches may be valuable to prepare the way for rapid action later if the context
suddenly becomes ripe.

DPRK Missile Export Restraints.  Pursuit of restraints on missile exports by North
Korea provides a final illustration of the issues involved in applying one or more of the
different preventive threat reduction approaches to real world challenges.  Here, too, the
context provides the starting point. The continuing adverse effects of North Korean missile
exports serve to emphasize the need for timely adaptation.  At the same time, changing
political relations between North and South Korea (and the possibility that this improvement
reflects a deeper reorientation of the North’s posture) as well as the fact that such missile
exports are Pyongyang’s only source of hard currency may provide an opening.  In particular,
the North’s need for economic support could be a compelling incentive for striking a deal in
which such support would be provided in return for missile export restraint.

Assuming a U.S. policy decision to pursue such a deal, two quite different
approaches could be considered.  The need for urgency might suggest going down the
path of parallel unilateral actions.  Building on the precedent of the 1994 Framework
Agreement on nuclear matters, economic assistance could be traded for a de facto
cessation of sales.  In this approach, continuation of aid once begun would be
conditioned on continued North Korean no-sales posture.  But continued concerns about
North Korea’s compliance with its NPT obligations as well as the uncertainties about the
regime and its intentions (both parts of the context for policy) would argue against
parallel unilateralism.  Instead, these contextual factors would strongly suggest nailing
down any deal in at least some type of executive agreement.

3.  Thinking about Preventive Threat Reduction Approaches

Policymakers today have available to them a broad spectrum of proven and
workable preventive threat approaches.  Sometimes in degree, sometimes in kind, there
are important differences among these approaches in terms of their comparative
advantage as measured by a set of negotiating and implementing characteristics.  In
some instances, there also may be tough trade-offs to be made.  At the same time, there
often are important complementarities among the approaches that need to be utilized.

The purpose of the preceding brief examples has not been to provide a “how-to”
manual on how to make use of these available measures.  Instead, it has sought to
illustrate the types of issues that need to be addressed by policymakers as they make
judgments about which approach or approaches to use, to pursue given objectives, in
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very specific international and domestic contexts.  As illustrated by the preceding
examples, perhaps the most important challenge facing U.S. policymakers in that
endeavor will be to leverage the full range of these approaches.  This will call for
integrating specific approaches into mutually supporting packages.  It will require as
well far greater coordination of the many preventive threat reduction stovepipes than
now exist.  Past experience suggests that fostering such integration will likely be the
most difficult task ahead for future preventive threat reduction strategy.
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